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Introduction
The day you need your money back
People buy shares in French SCPI property funds to supplement their income, prepare for retirement or invest in buildings collectively. Eventually, a very ordinary question may arise: if I need this money, how do I get it back? That is where this book begins.

SCPI stands for société civile de placement immobilier: a French unlisted investment company that pools investors’ money to own rental property. Investors hold units in the company. Unlike an exchange-traded real estate investment trust (REIT), its units have no continuous stock-market trading. Withdrawal and resale depend on the fund’s rules and the money available to finance an exit.

The French terms in this book matter because the legal arrangements are local. In particular, assurance-vie is a life insurance contract widely used to hold investments. A unit-linked option within that contract carries investment risk. It should not be read as a promise of capital protection simply because it is sold through insurance; chapter six explains the insurer’s obligations and their limits.

Its six analyses follow the investment through exit requests and actual transactions, then into distributions, the buildings that generate rents and the loans that must be repaid. The final part examines the contracts and intermediaries that determine where losses fall. Each case retains its name, dates and limitations. These selected funds do not stand for the whole industry.

The sequence matters. The opening chapters change the way a quoted yield looks. The next two explain why signing a lease and receiving rent can be separated by several steps. Debt and life insurance then widen the view to include the commitments of lending banks.

An additional chapter takes this reading into private corporate credit. It compares specific mechanisms and the structures that make them possible. It also explains why investments exposed to illiquidity can offer very different forms of investor protection.

This edition brings together the analyses as at 13 September 2026, retaining their sources and explicitly hypothetical teaching examples. Expandable website boxes are displayed in full in the book. Links between chapters work offline; source documents require a connection. You can read straight through or return to the question that matters to you.
For the structure and exit rules: the AMF’s SCPI explainer (in French). The insurance rules and their sources are detailed in chapter six.
Chapter 1
French SCPI funds: what lies behind the fall in exit queues
The value of pending SCPI units fell 31%. Register resets, repricing and Primopierre’s trades explain the limits of this liquidity indicator.
13 September 2026 · Read online
SCPI: measuring the risk, Part 1 of 6. Research cut-off: 13 September 2026. National statistics refer to 30 June 2026.

An investor’s exit request can disappear from a register without the investor receiving any cash. Primopierre’s change of trading arrangements provides a concrete example. Existing redemption requests are cancelled, and holders who still wish to sell must submit a fresh sell order. Until their units are transferred, they continue to own them. (Praemia REIM)

That distinction matters when reading the national figures. ASPIM and IEIF report €1.9 billion of SCPI units awaiting an exit at 30 June 2026, a 31% decline since December. Their 5 August release explains that register resets and prices in the new secondary markets account for the reduction among funds that suspended their variable-capital arrangements. (ASPIM / IEIF)

A smaller reported backlog is therefore not enough to establish a recovery in liquidity. First, how many units actually changed hands?

An exit depends on a buyer

A SCPI, short for société civile de placement immobilier, is a French unlisted property investment vehicle. Investors own units in a portfolio of rental assets rather than buying buildings themselves. These are not exchange-traded REIT shares. Nor does a valid redemption request create an entitlement to immediate payment: France’s market regulator, the AMF, has explained that the wait can be indefinite. This article concerns units held directly, rather than applying their exit rules to holdings inside life-insurance contracts. (AMF, February 2024)

Under the usual variable-capital arrangement, money from new subscriptions can provide the counterpart to outgoing investors’ redemption requests. Requests are processed according to their place in the register and the applicable conditions. A backlog develops when incoming demand is insufficient. (AMF, February 2025)

There can be other routes. A dedicated redemption fund (fonds de remboursement), if established and funded, may support withdrawals within its rules. A holder can also arrange a privately negotiated transfer. Primopierre’s offering document describes these options; neither amounts to an unlimited pool of available cash. (Offering document, pages 16–20)

Income and liquidity answer different questions. A distribution shows that a payment has been made to a holder. It does not establish that somebody would buy the holding. An investor may therefore discover the importance of illiquidity when cash is needed, before any loss has been realised through a sale.

Suspending variable capital changes the route out. The manager organises a secondary market that matches sell orders with buy orders. The investor is now offering units to another investor at a price a buyer may accept, rather than asking for redemption through the previous arrangement. The AMF explicitly distinguishes these two processes. (AMF, February 2025)


[image: Simplified diagram for directly held units. Suspending variable capital cancels old redemption requests; holders must submit a new sell order. Redemption reserves and private transfers are explained in the text.]
Matched redemptions and secondary-market transfers are different exit arrangements. Simplified diagram; redemption funds and private transfers are discussed in the text. Sources: AMF and Praemia REIM.

Two opposing movements sit behind the national decline

The end-2025 release put the pending stock at approximately €2.8 billion. (ASPIM / IEIF, 2025 results) The next half-year’s reported change breaks down into about −€1.2 billion across eleven funds that suspended variable capital and about +€330 million among funds that retained it. The aggregate decline is approximately €870 million. (ASPIM / IEIF, first half of 2026)


[image: Change from 31 December 2025 to 30 June 2026, in millions of euros. Approximately −1,200 for eleven SCPI funds that suspended variable capital, +330 for the funds that retained it, and −870 in total. These changes do not measure repayments.]
Change in the value of the pending stock between 31 December 2025 and 30 June 2026, in millions of euros. Published decomposition; approximate amounts, not repayments. Source: ASPIM / IEIF, 5 August 2026.

The first number is not €1.2 billion paid back to departing investors. It combines changes to the registers with the re-entry of units at prices observed in secondary trading. The release does not isolate precisely how much comes from quantities being re-registered and how much from prices. (ASPIM / IEIF)

Rounding also matters. Subtracting the headline stocks of €2.8 billion and €1.9 billion yields €900 million, rather than the reported change of roughly €870 million. These are not sufficiently precise inputs for a reconciliation to the last euro.

ASPIM itself cautions against treating the total decline as evidence of a general improvement in liquidity. The qualification is in the original release. The risk is that a headline reproduces the percentage without the explanation. (ASPIM / IEIF)

Reconstructing a national backlog on an unchanged basis would require consistent prices and records of subsequent trades, fresh requests and genuine cancellations. The published amounts do not supply that reconciliation.

Unit counts and valuation prices

A backlog expressed in euros depends on both the number of units counted and the price used to value them. A fall in price can reduce the value of the backlog without a single unit leaving it.

This had already happened before the 2026 suspensions. In its first-quarter 2025 release, ASPIM attributed a 4.9% reduction in the value of units awaiting an exit to price cuts, while the number of units remained broadly unchanged. (ASPIM / IEIF, 13 May 2025)


A simple example: lower value, no completed exit

Hypothetical figures, not the accounts of an actual fund. A register contains 1,000 units valued at €100 each, giving a €100,000 backlog. The reference price falls to €60. The same 1,000 units are now worth €60,000.

The reported value falls by 40%. The number of pending units is unchanged. No trade has taken place. This example isolates the price effect; it is not a reconstruction of ASPIM’s figures.


A register reset introduces another source of uncertainty. Holders who previously requested redemption need not all submit fresh orders at the same time. Some may wait for a better price, revise their plans or arrange a private transfer. Others may still wish to leave without having re-registered. These are possible explanations, not behaviours quantified by the documents examined here.

A register records the instructions submitted under its rules. It does not reveal every holder’s current intentions. Fewer visible orders therefore establish neither that the original requests were fulfilled nor that every original seller still wants exactly the same exit.

Primopierre: from registers to transactions

Primopierre provides a way to test the mechanism against actual records. Its suspension of variable capital was approved on 7 January 2026. Praemia REIM says affected holders must expressly submit their wish to sell into the secondary market. The first matching session took place on 26 March. (Praemia REIM)

At 31 December 2025, the annual report recorded 2,190,372 pending units, including confirmed and unconfirmed requests. Its methodological note explains that unconfirmed requests include incomplete files that have already obtained a place in the register. Reporting had changed in the second quarter of 2025, so a comparison with 2024 would require an adjustment. The annual report labels this row as units awaiting a sale, while its note refers to redemptions. The Q2 2026 bulletin repeats the same December count under pending redemptions, separately from the new sale register. (2025 annual report, page 6, note 4; Q2 bulletin, page 3)

The second-quarter bulletin makes the switch unusually visible. For 30 June 2026, the pending-redemption row contains a dash; a separate row records 146,937 units awaiting a sale, again including confirmed and unconfirmed requests. The dash must not be converted into a zero. The old category is no longer populated on the same basis. (Second-quarter bulletin, page 3)

The published trading history, accessed on 13 September, records 171 units traded in March, 1,756 in April, 2,021 in May and 2,959 in June. That adds up to 6,907 units traded through the organised market in the first half. The final three observations also appear in the quarterly bulletin. The history includes sessions after June; this analysis uses the first half to keep the same observation period. (Trading history; bulletin, page 3)


[image: 2,190,372 units awaiting redemption at 31 December 2025; 146,937 units awaiting sale at 30 June 2026. Both stocks include confirmed and unconfirmed requests. Gross organised-market volume of 6,907 units from March to June 2026, excluding private transfers. These figures do not track original applicants individually.]
Metric: number of fund units. Each investor may hold several units. Both stocks include confirmed and unconfirmed requests. The flow of 6,907 units sums the March–June 2026 matching sessions and excludes private transfers. Sources: annual report, p. 6, Q2 bulletin, p. 3, trading history. Calculation: l0g.

The half-year trading volume is approximately 0.32% of the 2,190,372 units in the old register. This is a calculation showing relative scale, using the records cited above. It is not the clearance rate of the original redemption queue.

A genuine clearance rate would require identifying units sold by the original applicants, incorporating privately negotiated transfers and avoiding double counting where units traded more than once. The public table does not provide that tracking. Nor can the three numbers simply be subtracted to produce a count of “missing sellers”: a dated stock, a replacement register and a gross trading flow are not a complete reconciliation.

The switch creates a break in comparability. Subtracting the two registered stocks does not measure completed exits. Primopierre is one case, rather than a representative sample of the SCPI market.

The register can change before trading begins

A second manager documents the same sequence. La Française states that LF Grand Paris Patrimoine suspended variable capital from 1 June 2026, cancelling existing requests. Its first matching session took place on 31 July, after the half-year reporting date. (La Française announcement)

That timing matters. The procedural change was already in force at the June snapshot, while trades from the first matching session had not yet happened. July transactions cannot explain liquidity achieved by the end of June.

This provides corroboration of the mechanism at another manager. It does not reconstruct the individual contributions of all eleven funds to the national figure. The publicly accessible material examined for this article did not supply the detail needed for that reconciliation.

A secondary market can be part of the remedy

The change in trading arrangements can serve a practical purpose. An advertised redemption price is of little practical use when no counterparty is available. Matching orders may allow a transaction at a price a buyer is genuinely prepared to pay. Under French law, that interaction between supply and demand determines the execution price. (Monetary and Financial Code, Article L. 214-93, I)

A transfer between investors does not, by itself, force the SCPI to sell a building to fund the exit. The buyer takes over the seller’s units. That follows from the transaction’s structure and distinguishes it from a redemption financed out of the vehicle’s resources. The arrangement can therefore provide useful liquidity, even when the selling price is disappointing.

But a market’s existence does not establish its capacity. A holder unwilling to accept the available price remains invested. Judging improvement requires completed transactions, their volumes and the net proceeds available to sellers, not merely an announcement that an order book has opened.

The national market is also far from uniform. At the end of 2025, ASPIM reported that roughly three quarters of the pending stock was concentrated in fifteen SCPI funds run by seven managers, mainly with office exposure. (ASPIM / IEIF, 2025 results) One stressed fund’s experience cannot be turned into a diagnosis for every vehicle.

Request lifetimes and the statutory warning threshold

The fresh instruction required after a suspension should not be confused with routine renewal. The AMF ombudsman explains that an ordinary redemption request has no expiry date. That is different from a secondary-market sell order. (AMF, February 2025)

There is also a statutory warning procedure. If redemption requests unfulfilled for twelve months account for at least 10% of units, the manager must promptly notify the AMF. A parallel rule applies to sell orders registered for more than twelve months and accounting for at least 10% of units. The manager must then call an extraordinary general meeting within two months of that notification, proposing the disposal of some or all of the assets and any other appropriate measures. (Article L. 214-93, II)

The test therefore involves both unit counts and the age of the requests. It is neither a twelve-month payment guarantee nor an automatic liquidation trigger. The national backlog measured in euros cannot establish whether an individual manager has crossed that threshold or breached its obligations.

Follow the exit through to completion

A more useful monitoring framework would retain a link between the old and new registers. It would follow a cohort, the requests outstanding on a specified date, and record what happened to them. Completed exits, voluntary cancellations, procedural cancellations and fresh registrations could then be distinguished rather than rolled into one apparent improvement.

For each vehicle, four disclosures would make the assessment more robust: the number of units still offered for sale; the age of requests and the rules used to measure it; completed trading volumes, separating the organised market from private transfers; and net selling prices with payment delays. A euro valuation of the backlog would still be useful, provided its pricing basis and the effect of price changes were explicit.

Another tempting shortcut should be avoided: dividing today’s backlog by last month’s trading volume to announce an exit date. That assumes, among other things, that buying demand, prices and execution priority remain consistent with the projection. In an order-matching market, each seller’s price matters. A quotient is not a commitment to execute an order.

A new register changes what the indicator measures. Assessing exit opportunities requires following completed sales and the cash returned to holders. The 31% decline leaves that question open; it cannot establish widespread insolvency either. The second instalment examines the prices at which units actually find buyers.

For further reading, our analysis of semi-liquid private-credit funds and redemption gates examines other exit arrangements. Those funds have different contracts and regulatory rules from SCPI vehicles.
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Limitations

This investigation draws on ASPIM and IEIF releases, managers’ documents, the AMF ombudsman’s explanations and the Monetary and Financial Code. Industry statistics are attributed to their producers; they have not been reproduced from an exhaustive independent dataset. The Primopierre case reconciles disclosures from the same manager. That is a consistency check, not an independent accounting audit.

Tables were read alongside their notes. Calculations are stated, and missing entries, rounded values, observation dates and definition changes are preserved. No interview or requested response from a manager is presented as having been obtained. Possible explanations for holders not re-registering remain hypotheses. This is an analysis of market arrangements and public data, not an individual recommendation to buy or sell.

Chapter 2
French SCPI funds: the price of getting out
French SCPI resale prices, fees and trading volumes. Four documented cases explain discounts and what investors can expect when seeking to sell.
13 September 2026 · Read online
SCPI: measuring the risk, part 2 of 6. Documentary research closed on 13 September 2026. Transactions examined: March–August 2026.

On 18 August 2026, 120 units in Élysées Pierre changed hands at a reported €300 net to the seller. Yet HSBC REIM had been publishing a €516.06 withdrawal price since 3 August. The gap is 41.9%. This is a comparison between two exit mechanisms, not a unit price falling by that amount in fifteen days. (HSBC REIM)

For a saver who needs the money, that distinction matters. A withdrawal price sets the amount applicable when a withdrawal is completed under the fund’s rules. It does not promise an immediate buyer. The August auction records orders that actually matched, but only for 120 units. It says nothing about how many additional units could have sold at the same price. France’s financial regulator warns that even a properly submitted withdrawal request can remain outstanding indefinitely. (AMF Ombudsman)

The first part of this investigation examined changes to the registers used to track exit requests. This article follows the transactions instead. A resale price needs a date, a quantity and a clear account of what the buyer pays and the seller receives.


[image: Withdrawal price effective 3 August 2026: 516.06 euros. Net seller auction price on 18 August: 300 euros for 120 units. Calculated gap: minus 41.9%. Two mechanisms, not a fifteen-day price decline.]
Élysées Pierre, August 2026. Euros per unit on the seller side; bars start at zero. The €516.06 withdrawal price applies from 3 August. The 18 August auction traded 120 units at €300 net to sellers (€327.60 cost to buyers). Calculated gap: 300 / 516.06 − 1. Two exit mechanisms, not a historical return. Source: HSBC REIM.

One unit, several very different prices

A SCPI, short for société civile de placement immobilier, is a French unlisted vehicle through which investors own an interest in a portfolio of rental properties. It is not a stock-exchange-listed REIT. Its documents contain several prices and valuations because these answer different questions. (AMF)

The subscription price applies when new units are issued. In the usual variable-capital arrangement, the withdrawal price applies to an exit through the fund’s withdrawal mechanism. A secondary-market sale transfers existing units to another investor, through orders matched under the vehicle’s rules. Élysées Pierre describes both primary and secondary routes: the existence of its periodic auction does not mean its variable-capital mechanism has been suspended. (Élysées Pierre offering document, pages 9 and 13–15)

The realisation value is an appraisal-based measure of net assets: the estimated market value of the properties plus other assets, net of liabilities. The reconstitution value adds the costs and duties needed to acquire an equivalent property portfolio. Neither is a standing bid for every investor’s units. (Élysées Pierre offering document, page 9)

Nor do the rules governing the subscription price create a floor under resales. Article L. 214-94 of France’s Monetary and Financial Code requires a subscription price more than 10% away from reconstitution value to be justified and notified to the AMF. It is not a promise that another investor will buy at that level. (Légifrance)

These figures can usefully be compared. Treating them as interchangeable, however, produces misleading claims about losses and bargains.

Four trades and their volumes

The following observations come from the managers’ published trading histories. They are selected case studies, not a representative sample of the SCPI market. The funds differ, as do the trading dates. (HSBC REIM, Praemia REIM, La Française: LF Grand Paris Patrimoine, La Française: Crédit Mutuel Pierre 1)










































	SCPI	Auction date	Net seller price per unit	Buyer price per unit	Units traded
	LF Grand Paris Patrimoine	31 July 2026	€80.00	€88.80	140
	Crédit Mutuel Pierre 1	31 July 2026	€87.00	€96.57	75
	Élysées Pierre	18 August 2026	€300.00	€327.60	120
	Primopierre	27 August 2026	€36.00	€39.53	1,747




Nominal euros per unit. “Net seller” follows the manager’s market convention, not an individual investor’s after-tax return. The buyer price includes the charges reported in the trading history. Volumes count units, not people.

One tempting shortcut is to compare an old purchase price, including entry costs, with a recent net sale price and call the difference the investment’s “performance”. A total-return calculation would also need the distributions received, the dates and the actual costs incurred. This table does not reconstruct any individual holding period.

Another shortcut is to multiply the latest trade price by every outstanding unit and treat the result as money that all investors could collect. A trade shows that a particular quantity found counterparties. It does not establish how a much larger sale would have affected the price.

There is also a gap within each transaction: the buyer’s outlay is not the seller’s proceeds. At the Élysées Pierre auction, those amounts were €327.60 and €300, a €27.60 difference. That difference must not disappear from a comparison. Equally, it cannot be turned into a universal fee schedule: the relevant duties, commissions, calculation bases and rounding rules are vehicle-specific. (HSBC REIM; offering document, page 17)

Primopierre: six auctions from March to August

Primopierre provides a sequence rather than a single observation. Its variable-capital mechanism was suspended on 7 January 2026 and its organised secondary market began on 26 March. Between that first auction and 27 August, the reported net seller price moved from €45 to €36, a decline of 20%. The August auction matched 1,747 units. (Praemia REIM)


[image: 26 March: 45 euros, 171 units; 30 April: 40 euros, 1,756; 28 May: 40 euros, 2,021; 25 June: 40 euros, 2,959; 30 July: 38.71 euros, 1,637; 27 August: 36 euros, 1,747. All dates in 2026. Prices and quantities apply to each auction.]
Primopierre auctions, March–August 2026. Net seller prices in euros per unit on a common 0–50 scale; each bar includes its own traded quantity. No price is interpolated between sessions. The expandable table also gives buyer prices. Source: Praemia REIM.


Inspect all six observations, including buyer prices


Primopierre : published auctions, March–August 2026
	Date	Net seller (€)	Buyer (€)	Units


	26 Mar 2026	45.00	49.41	171

	30 Apr 2026	40.00	43.92	1,756

	28 May 2026	40.00	43.92	2,021

	25 Jun 2026	40.00	43.92	2,959

	30 Jul 2026	38.71	42.51	1,637

	27 Aug 2026	36.00	39.53	1,747





Source: Praemia REIM’s official trading history, consulted on 13 September 2026. These are organised auctions, not an exhaustive record of any privately negotiated transfers.


Together, the six auctions account for 10,291 units. That is approximately 0.054% of the 18,948,080 units outstanding on 30 June. This comparison gives a sense of scale, not a count of investors who have exited: the same unit could trade more than once. It also compares a March–August flow with a June stock. (Trading history; second-quarter bulletin, page 3)

It would be equally misleading to extrapolate a month’s trading volume into a forecast of how many years it would take to clear an exit queue. New orders, revised limits and changing demand make that a false precision.

Published auction histories also need not capture every transfer. For example, Élysées Pierre’s first-half bulletin separately reports 388 units transferred in privately negotiated transactions during January–June 2026. That demonstrates a distinction between channels; it is not an estimate of unreported activity in Primopierre. (Élysées Pierre bulletin, page 2)

How the order book sets the price

A call auction gathers orders for a scheduled matching session. Sellers specify the minimum they will accept; buyers specify their maximum. The auction chooses the price that permits the largest number of units to change hands. Further rules resolve ties between possible prices, while execution priority follows price and then the age of an order. (AMF, article 422-213 and article 422-214; Élysées Pierre offering document, pages 13–15)

The resulting price is neither an average of sellers’ wishes nor a fresh property appraisal. It reflects the orders present at that session. A simple example shows how an auction can discover a price and still leave most offered units unsold.


Auction lab: why 600 units offered can result in only 250 trades

Entirely hypothetical. All prices use the same simplified, net-seller-equivalent basis. Fees are excluded and partial execution is allowed. This is not a live order book or a simulator for a personal sale.


The hypothetical orders
	Limit price (€)	Units offered at this minimum	Units sought at this maximum


	40	100	100

	50	200	170

	60	300	80





At €40, all buyers would be willing to pay: they seek 350 units, but sellers offer only 100 at that price. At €50, there are 300 units available and demand for 250. At €60, all 600 offered units become eligible, but buyers seek only 80.


Compatible quantities at each candidate price
	Price (€)	Cumulative supply	Cumulative demand	Executable units


	40	100	350	100

	50	300	250	250

	60	600	80	80





The auction clears at €50 for 250 units. The other 350 offered units do not trade. Sellers who were prepared to accept €40 also receive the €50 execution price.

Now cut every buying quantity to one-tenth, leaving the sellers unchanged. Executable volumes become 35 units at €40, 25 at €50 and 8 at €60. The new maximum is 35 units at €40. In this example, nothing about the properties has changed; only the buy orders have.

Finally, suppose no buyer will offer more than €20 while sellers require at least €40. There is no match. The absence of an execution price does not mean a unit is worth zero.

Mechanism: AMF article 422-213 and article 422-214. Hypothetical orders and calculations by l0g. These examples do not require the tie-breaking rules.



[image: At 40 euros, 100 units can trade; at 50 euros, 250; at 60 euros, 80. The maximum is 250 units at 50 euros, out of 600 offered. Prices are hypothetical and fees are excluded.]
Entirely hypothetical; no market observation date. Bars show the number of units that could trade, not a price or a percentage of assets. Zero baseline; orders and calculations appear in the lab. Mechanism: AMF article 422-213; hypothetical data by l0g.

A displayed order book is not a guaranteed future trade either. Orders can change before the next matching session. In the Élysées Pierre material consulted for this article, the buyer and seller books even carried different update dates. Combining them into a supposedly executable real-time quote would introduce an assumption the source does not establish. (HSBC REIM; La Française’s market explanation)

Property risk, debt and liquidity in the discount

Here, a discount means a transaction price below a specified reference value. Primopierre’s €36 net seller price on 27 August was 49.1% below its €70.76 realisation value on 30 June, calculated as 36 / 70.76 − 1. That compares a unit transaction with an earlier appraisal-based net asset value. It does not show that every building has lost 49.1%. (Primopierre trading history; bulletin, page 3)

Several explanations are compatible with such a gap. A buyer may demand compensation for a difficult future exit. The buyer may also expect weaker rent, more capital expenditure, financing constraints or further valuation cuts. What changes hands is an interest in a vehicle with liabilities and operating costs, not a slice of property that can immediately be sold at its published appraisal. Rental, financing and liquidity risks are described in the fund’s documentation. (Primopierre offering document)

The collected evidence does not identify how much of the discount comes from each factor. Describing the whole gap as a “liquidity discount” would turn an observed price into an explanation that is more precise than the evidence allows. Neither the sellers’ personal circumstances nor the buyers’ reasoning is public.

Property appraisals also show deterioration in some portfolios. LF Grand Paris Patrimoine reports a 14.0% like-for-like decline in appraised property values between December 2025 and June 2026. Its realisation value per unit fell 24.9% to €130.31 over that period. The bulletin explains the amplification through liabilities and other net balance-sheet items. Those are the manager’s figures and interpretation, not an independent reappraisal by l0g. (Bulletin, pages 3–5)

A stripped-down, hypothetical balance sheet illustrates the principle. Properties worth 100, funded with debt of 40, leave 60 for investors. If the properties fall to 80 while debt stays at 40, only 40 remains. Property values have fallen 20%, but net assets have fallen by one-third. A unit’s underlying value can therefore decline faster than the buildings’ value, even before resale conditions enter the calculation.

What a resale changes for the fund

The secondary market can still serve a useful purpose. An investor replacing another as shareholder does not, in itself, require the fund to sell a building. The money paid to the seller is not a new subscription adding that amount to the collective property portfolio. The offering documents distinguish these transfer mechanisms. (Élysées Pierre; Primopierre)

It would therefore be wrong to treat each discounted resale as an equivalent cash outflow from the SCPI itself. The same distinction explains the manager’s argument for an auction: investors may obtain an exit without forcing immediate property disposals. La Française presents the arrangement in terms of preserving the portfolio. It guarantees neither a buyer for every seller nor protection against forced disposals for other reasons. (La Française; LF Grand Paris Patrimoine bulletin)

For a buyer, the logic cuts both ways. Purchasing below realisation value creates no entitlement to be repaid at that value tomorrow. What happens next depends on rent, appraisals and market conditions; the discount may persist. An observed discount is not enough to establish a bargain.

The risk lies in the terms of an achievable exit

These four cases do not describe the entire industry. ASPIM and IEIF report €2.2 billion in net SCPI inflows in the first half of 2026. They also record €489 million in matched withdrawals and unit trades combined. That second measure is broader than call-auction turnover. (ASPIM/IEIF, release of 5 August)

Those flows provide a useful counterweight to the selected cases, not an answer to every investor seeking to leave. Money subscribing to one SCPI does not automatically finance an exit from another. At fund level, the relevant evidence is the price reported as executed, the quantity traded, the remaining orders and the changes in income and asset values.

The investigation establishes substantial gaps between some published reference values and transactions in limited quantities. It does not establish the liquidation price of every unit, or a single cause for every discount. The warning is concrete enough without that extrapolation: a published asset value does not tell an investor how much cash can be recovered, for how many units, or on what date.

Part three examines distributions: a quoted yield, the income actually received and the change in that income are different measures.

Sources


Inspect the 16 primary references


	HSBC REIM : Élysées Pierre: trading and August notice. Trading history and August 2026 notice. Withdrawal price effective 3 August; auction dated 18 August. Exact page publication date unconfirmed.

	HSBC REIM : Élysées Pierre offering document. Offering document, pages 9, 13–15 and 17: price definitions, order matching and costs. Version inspected includes prices effective 3 August 2026; publication date unconfirmed.

	HSBC REIM : Élysées Pierre H1 2026 bulletin. First-half 2026 bulletin, pages 2–3. Accounting period January–June; also includes a later price change. Publication date unconfirmed.

	Praemia REIM : Primopierre trading history. Official history of six auctions, 26 March–27 August 2026. A page update is not a new trade; no independent settlement confirmation.

	Praemia REIM : Primopierre Q2 2026 bulletin. Second-quarter 2026 bulletin, page 3. Outstanding units and net asset reference as at 30 June. Publication date unconfirmed.

	Praemia REIM : Primopierre offering document, August 2026. Offering document, version dated 1 August 2026. Transfer mechanisms and charges. Version date is not a verified upload date.

	La Française : LF Grand Paris Patrimoine trading history. Official LF Grand Paris Patrimoine trading history: auction of 31 July 2026. Other order-book entries carry separate dates.

	La Française : Crédit Mutuel Pierre 1 trading history. Official trading history, read directly: auction of 31 July 2026.

	La Française : LF Grand Paris Patrimoine Q2 2026 bulletin. LF Grand Paris Patrimoine bulletin, 30 June 2026, no. 26-03, pages 3–5. Appraisal and net asset changes versus December 2025. Manager-reported figures; aggregate chart values are rounded.

	AMF : Understanding SCPI documentation. AMF explanation of SCPI documents. Used for definitions of realisation and reconstitution values, not older yield conventions. Primary indexed text.

	AMF : General Regulation, article 422-213. Price maximising executable units, tie-breaks and no-match cases. Rule cross-checked against the Élysées Pierre offering document, pages 14–15.

	AMF : General Regulation, article 422-214. A single execution price and price/time priority. Rule cross-checked against the Élysées Pierre offering document, page 15.

	AMF Ombudsman : SCPI withdrawal delays. AMF Ombudsman, published 1 February 2024: a valid withdrawal request can remain outstanding indefinitely. Direct holdings, not life-insurance terms.

	Légifrance : Monetary and Financial Code, article L. 214-94. Monetary and Financial Code, article L. 214-94, version effective 28 July 2013. Subscription pricing rules, not a guaranteed resale floor.

	ASPIM/IEIF : Retail property funds, H1 2026. ASPIM/IEIF, published 5 August 2026, covering January–June 2026. Industry aggregate; matched withdrawals and unit trades are a combined measure.

	La Française : SCPI call-auction markets. La Française explanation of call-auction markets. Manager-produced material; its portfolio-protection argument is not an independent test of effectiveness.




All sources were consulted on 13 September 2026. Fund managers are primary sources for their own vehicles; their publications do not independently establish every economic explanation discussed above.

Limitations

This article covers units held directly. Liquidity under a life-insurance contract requires a separate examination of its terms. Prices and quantities are reported by the fund managers. We have not inspected bank settlement confirmations, investors’ motivations or an exhaustive register of privately negotiated transfers. No request for comment is presented as having been sent.

Accounting periods, appraisal dates, price-effective dates and auction dates are distinguished throughout. Calculated gaps are identified and are not total returns. The auction lab and simplified balance sheet are entirely hypothetical. This documentary analysis is not a recommendation to buy or sell.

Chapter 3
SCPI: the income behind the yield
Primopierre and Élysées Pierre explain SCPI yields, falling dividends, distributed capital gains and retained earnings, using 2025 accounts and 2026 reports.
13 September 2026 · Read online
SCPI: measuring the risk, part 3 of 6. Research cut-off: 13 September 2026. Evidence covers 2024–2025 accounts and first-half 2026 distributions.

Primopierre's published distribution yield rose from 3.54% in 2024 to 3.62% in 2025. Its annual gross dividend per unit fell from €6.38 to €4.56, a decline of 28.5%. Both figures appear in the same annual report. The explanation is arithmetic: the reference price used to calculate the yield fell faster than the dividend. (Praemia REIM, 2025 annual report, p. 28)

An investor relying on distributions to supplement an income pays the bills with euros, not percentages. That distinction is the starting point for this third instalment, following our examination of exit queues and resale prices.

There is another question behind the amount paid out: where did it come from? Earnings for the year, realised gains and profits retained from earlier years do not tell the same story about future income. A steady dividend can conceal a changing mix. A dividend cut can also bring the payout back into line with the portfolio's earning capacity.

A lower reference price changes the ratio

A SCPI, short for société civile de placement immobilier, is an unlisted French collective investment vehicle holding rental property. Its published distribution yield, or taux de distribution, divides an annual gross dividend per unit by a reference price. It is neither a measure of the investor's change in capital nor an after-tax personal income return. For variable-capital SCPIs, the denominator is the subscription price on 1 January of the relevant year. For fixed-capital vehicles, it is the previous year's transaction-weighted average buyer price, including fees and duties. (BNP Paribas AM; ASPIM methodology, pp. 13–14)

Primopierre's 2024 and 2025 figures must be read under the arrangements applying in those years, before its variable-capital mechanism was suspended. The annual report sets out the following comparison. (Annual report, pp. 3 and 28)


Primopierre, full years 2024 and 2025
	Primopierre, full calendar year	2024	2025

	Subscription price on 1 January	€180.00	€126.00

	Annual gross dividend per unit	€6.38	€4.56

	Published distribution yield	3.54%	3.62%

	Published overall annual performance	−26.46%	−5.11%




Figures assume a unit entitled to the full year's distributions. Published yields are rounded. Overall annual performance includes a reference-price change under the convention discussed below. Source: Praemia REIM, 2025 annual report, p. 28.

Divide 6.38 by 180 and the result is approximately 3.54%. Divide 4.56 by 126 and it is approximately 3.62%. The gross dividend fell 28.5%, while the denominator fell 30%. The ratio increased. With the reference price held at €180, the 2025 dividend would have represented just 2.53%. That last figure is l0g's constant-price comparison, not an alternative official yield.


[image: Primopierre 2024: gross dividend €6.38, reference price €180, yield 3.54%. In 2025: €4.56, €126, 3.62%. Gross dividend down 28.5%; reference price down 30%.]
Primopierre, full years 2024 and 2025. Annual gross dividend per fully entitled unit; bars in euros with a zero baseline. The 1 January reference price falls from €180 to €126. Calculated dividend change: 4.56 / 6.38 − 1 = −28.5%. Yields are published rounded figures. Source: Praemia REIM, 2025 annual report, p. 28.

Timing matters. Primopierre cut its subscription price again, to €115, on 21 January 2025. That price does not retroactively replace the €126 reference set on 1 January for the 2025 yield. Using the same €4.56 dividend with a price from a different date produces a different measure. (Annual report, pp. 6 and 28)

A lower entry price may change the economics for a new buyer. It does not restore the existing holder's lost income or reverse the reduction in capital value. A more attractive entry ratio and a worse outcome for a long-standing investor can coexist.

The sector's yield held up better than its payouts

The sector statistics make this more than an isolated arithmetic curiosity. In their 5 August 2026 release, ASPIM and IEIF reported a first-half distribution yield of 2.30%, against 2.29% in the first half of 2025. The average interim payout per unit nevertheless declined 7% year on year. Both averages are weighted by fund capitalisation. (ASPIM–IEIF)

53% of SCPIs, counted by number of vehicles, reduced their first-half distribution. Within that group, the capitalisation-weighted average reduction was approximately 14%. The remaining 47% maintained or increased their payout. These percentages do not measure the share of investors affected. (ASPIM–IEIF)

It would be a mistake to reverse-engineer the entire market as though it were Primopierre. An average of yields, a weighted change in per-unit payouts and a count of funds are different measures. Fund weights and the mix of vehicles also matter. The published aggregates do not identify precisely how much of the apparent stability comes from denominator effects. Nor do they tell us that every household received 7% less cash.

The period also needs to remain visible: 2.30% covers six months. Doubling it would not turn it into an observed annual result. The professional methodology excludes annualising a distribution yield over a period shorter than twelve months. (ASPIM, p. 14)

Élysées Pierre: following the €15

Élysées Pierre's first-half 2026 bulletin answers a different question: what supports the payout? It records two quarterly distributions of €7.50, with payment dates shown as 22 April and 22 July. The mix changes even though the total does not. (HSBC REIM, H1 2026 bulletin, p. 2)


Élysées Pierre, first-half 2026 distributions
	Euros per unit, bulletin basis	Q1 2026	Q2 2026	First half

	Distributed property income	5.55	4.30	9.85

	Distributed net financial income	0.00	0.00	0.00

	Distributed net capital gains	1.95	3.00	4.95

	Retained earnings used	0.00	0.20	0.20

	Total paid	7.50	7.50	15.00




The bulletin specifies an individual investor subject to personal income tax in France. These figures are not a calculation of income after every personal tax liability. This is a breakdown of distributions, not a rental operating statement. Source: HSBC REIM, p. 2.

Of the €15 distributed for the half-year, €5.15 came from net capital gains and retained earnings, or 34.3%, by our calculation. The property-income component declined between quarters while the total payout stayed unchanged. This does not mean that 34.3% of rents were unpaid, or that a future dividend cut of 34.3% is inevitable. The numerator describes the source of the distribution, not rental arrears or a forecast.


[image: Élysées Pierre H1 2026: €15 per unit distributed, comprising €9.85 property income, €4.95 net capital gains and €0.20 retained earnings. The last two categories account for 34.3%. The bulletin uses the French individual income-tax basis, not final income after all personal taxes.]
Élysées Pierre, H1 2026, euros per unit. French individual income-tax basis specified in the bulletin, not final income after all personal taxes; net financial income is zero. All bars use the same zero-based scale. (4.95 + 0.20) / 15 = 34.3% describes the mix, not a forecast cut. Source: HSBC REIM, H1 2026 bulletin, p. 2.

Selling an asset at a profit can benefit investors. But a gain distributed following a disposal does not recur on the same timetable as contractual rent. Assessing future earning power requires knowing which assets were sold, the income they generated and how the rest of the sale proceeds will be used. The gain distributed is not the gross sale price.

The same bulletin reports €51.3 million of rent invoiced in the first half of 2026, against €57.0 million a year earlier: approximately 10% less, using the rounded figures. That is a whole-portfolio comparison, not a like-for-like measure, and invoicing is not collection. These totals alone cannot separate tenant departures, disposals and other portfolio changes. (HSBC REIM, p. 3)

There is evidence of pressure on property income, but the distinction between the two tables remains essential. Distributed property income is not the same line as rent invoiced. Costs, financing, accounting and distribution decisions stand between the activity of the buildings and the payment received by a unit holder.

Retained earnings and the reserve behind the payout

The French term report à nouveau, usually abbreviated RAN, refers here to profits carried forward from earlier periods rather than distributed. Those profits can be used to smooth payouts. Drawing on them is not inherently suspicious. It becomes more consequential when distributions repeatedly exceed the earnings available to replenish them. (Primopierre glossary, p. 77)

Its composition also needs checking. Primopierre’s accounting policies allow a transfer from the premium paid on newly issued units to maintain retained earnings per unit. That transfer does not create rental earnings. The proposed 2025 allocation examined below records no such transfer. (Annual report, pp. 46 and 72)

Consider the accounting separately from the bank balance. A business can retain profits and use the corresponding cash to improve assets, invest or repay borrowing. The equity account records accumulated undistributed profits; it does not show a dedicated bank account holding the same amount. Dividing RAN by a monthly dividend therefore does not establish a guaranteed number of months of liquidity.

Primopierre's 2025 annual report illustrates the reconciliation. The proposed profit allocation shows annual earnings of €80,950,615.15 and dividends of €83,371,289.48, already paid as instalments according to the document. The difference is €2,420,674.33. Opening retained earnings of €42,115,317.78 consequently fall to €39,694,643.45 in that proposal. Adoption of that resolution has not been verified. (Annual report, p. 72)


[image: Primopierre proposed 2025 profit allocation: earnings €80,950,615.15; dividends €83,371,289.48; difference €2,420,674.33 drawn from retained earnings. Accounting coverage 97.1%. Chart amounts rounded in millions; separate capital-gains accounts excluded; not a cash-flow ratio.]
Primopierre, 2025 proposed allocation: earnings €80,950,615.15; dividends €83,371,289.48; difference €2,420,674.33. Chart figures rounded to millions; zero-based bars. The 97.1% ratio applies to this allocation and excludes any distributions from separate capital-gains accounts. It is not cash-flow coverage. Source: Praemia REIM, 2025 annual report, p. 72.

Earnings for the year therefore cover 97.1% of the dividend amount shown in this allocation. This is an accounting ratio calculated by l0g from those two totals on the same basis. It is not a measure of coverage by rent alone, or of cash remaining after capital expenditure and debt repayments. It also does not encompass any other distributions made from separate capital-gains accounts.

Matching the accounting basis avoids a different trap. Primopierre also reports €4.27 of earnings per unit, a €4.40 distribution and a €4.56 gross dividend for 2025. Randomly subtracting two of these figures would not identify the reserve draw. The gross dividend used for yield reporting and the amounts reconciled in the profit allocation are not interchangeable. (Annual report, p. 6)

Gross yield and cash received are different measures

The distribution-yield numerator includes exceptional distributions and certain taxes paid by the fund on the investor's behalf. The amount used to calculate the yield may therefore exceed the cash distributed. The principle can concern tax paid for the investor in France or abroad, subject to the applicable methodology; it does not allow every foreign tax charge to be added indiscriminately. (BNP Paribas AM; ASPIM, pp. 13–14)

A fictional example makes the distinction clear without assuming any particular tax regime. Suppose a reported amount of €12 includes €2 paid to a tax authority on behalf of the holder. The corresponding cash is €10. The other €2 may have settled a real tax obligation and need not be economically worthless. It is nevertheless absent from the investor's bank balance. Nor is the €10 necessarily the final amount after all personal taxes.

A useful comparison must specify whether it measures the conventional gross dividend, cash distributed or the investor's final after-tax income. Personal tax outcomes cannot be read from a sector average.

Lower payouts can also improve the match with earnings

An investigation would be misleading if it presented every dividend as being supported by reserves. Primopierre reports zero non-recurring income in its €0.90 second-quarter 2026 distribution: €0.82 of rental income and €0.08 of financial income. The manager attributes the structural decline in distributions partly to vacancy, difficult lease negotiations and borrowing costs. (Q2 2026 bulletin, p. 2)

That breakdown contradicts a claim that this quarter was propped up by a RAN draw. It does not, by itself, establish full-year earnings coverage, demonstrate that future refurbishment is funded or prove an income recovery. Multiplying €0.90 by four would create an extrapolation, not a commitment by the fund.

For Élysées Pierre, the manager has announced a 2026 distribution target of €30, following €33 in 2025, citing the gradual reduction in reserves among its explanations. A target is not an annual dividend already paid in full. (HSBC REIM, communication to investors)

The interpretation also differs for recently launched funds. In its May 2026 release, ASPIM distinguishes some cuts associated with leasing difficulties from the normalisation of recently launched SCPI funds' distributions towards their long-term targets. The same negative change can reflect different situations. Assessing it requires the portfolio's history and the number of units entitled to distributions, not merely a yield ranking. (ASPIM–IEIF)

Bring the capital value back into the picture

The sector's performance globale annuelle, or PGA, combines the distribution yield with a reference-price change. For variable-capital SCPIs, it uses the change in subscription price between the two 1 January dates surrounding the year. For fixed-capital vehicles, it uses the change between annual average buyer prices. This is a professional reporting convention, not a guaranteed exit valuation. (ASPIM, p. 13)

The May publication reports a revised average 2025 distribution yield of 4.92%, an average price decline of 3.45% and overall annual performance of approximately 1.5%. Adding the two rounded inputs gives 1.47%. The revised 4.92% figure supersedes the earlier 4.91% estimate. (ASPIM–IEIF)

This measure restores capital movements to the discussion. It still does not settle the holder's practical questions: what price can actually be obtained, when can a sale be completed, and what fees and taxes apply? A reference price is not a firm bid for every unit. Combining a distribution with a conventional price change does not make the total immediately available as cash.

A small yield laboratory

These examples are entirely fictional. They assume a variable-capital unit entitled to a full year's dividend, with gross amounts equal to cash, no tax, additional fees or waiting period for income entitlement. They do not describe a real SCPI or forecast a return.


The same 5% for two years

Year A starts with a €200 reference price and pays an annual dividend of €10: a 5% yield. Year B starts at €160 and pays €8: also 5%.

Annual income has fallen 20%. For an investor who paid €200, the €8 represents 4% of historical cost. That is neither Year B's official yield nor a total return: it omits the change in exit value.



The price cut happens in July

In a separate case, the 1 January price is €200, the July price is €160 and the full-year dividend is €8. The conventional annual yield is 8 / 200 = 4%. Dividing 8 by 160 produces 5% using a price from a different date.

That 5% is not the official yield for the same year. It does not promise a new purchaser a full year's income immediately upon entering the fund.



The payout exceeds the year's earnings

A third case has €7 of earnings per unit for the year, an €8 dividend, €3 of opening retained earnings and no other allocation. The reserve draw is €1, leaving €2 of retained earnings.

Cutting the unit price from €200 to €160 raises the dividend-to-price ratio from 4% to 5%. It does not create the missing euro of earnings. The remaining €2 in retained earnings is an accounting balance; available cash needs a separate check.


The risk lies in earning capacity

A distribution yield describes only part of a fund’s financial position. A falling reference price can support the ratio. Previously retained profits and realised gains can support the payout. None of those mechanisms, on its own, demonstrates that the buildings are producing more recurring income.

Further investigation of a particular fund should reconcile earnings with dividends, identify the components of each distribution and track retained earnings and capital-gains accounts. It should then examine like-for-like rent, costs, capital expenditure and debt. These address distinct questions: property operations, payout decisions and cash availability.

The risk becomes more acute when recurring income weakens while the supplements that maintained the distribution become harder to renew. That is a plausible mechanism, not a quantified forecast based on one bulletin. The cases documented here do not establish that every SCPI faces the same problem.

For the holder, a rising yield is a reason to keep reading. How many euros came from the year's earnings, and what supported the rest?

The fourth instalment examines vacancy, rent-free periods and refurbishment, following property income through to cash collection.

Limits and sources

The research cut-off is 13 September 2026. Annual reports, periodic bulletins and manager communications describe the managers’ own funds. They do not independently confirm management forecasts. l0g's calculations are explained. Payments are those reported by the managers. ASPIM and IEIF publish industry-reported aggregates that can be revised. (ASPIM study notice)

The Élysées Pierre breakdown follows the tax scope stated in its bulletin. The Primopierre reconciliation follows the proposed profit allocation, not a complete cash-flow statement. Exact publication dates remain unknown where the reports and bulletins do not disclose them. The October 2025 methodology is an ASPIM document consulted through a public copy hosted by PierrePapier. No private correspondence or interview with a manager is represented as having taken place.


Read the nine references


	Praemia REIM France, Primopierre, Rapport annuel 2025. posting date not confirmed. pp. 3, 6, 28, 46, 72 and 77
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	HSBC REIM (France), Élysées Pierre, informations et communication aux associés. posting date not confirmed. Investor communication: €33 in 2025, €30 target in 2026 and reserves

	Praemia REIM France, Primopierre, Bulletin trimestriel d’information T2 2026. posting date not confirmed. p. 2: manager commentary and distribution

	ASPIM / IEIF, Collecte et performance au T1 2026 et principaux indicateurs des SCPI en 2025. 2026-05-15. Overall annual performance; distribution yield and footnote 3; young-fund interim distributions

	ASPIM, Étude : les indicateurs de performance 2025 des SCPI. 2026-05-18. Study methodology notice




Chapter 4
French office SCPI funds: the cost of empty space
Vacancy, rent-free periods and refurbishment shape SCPI income. An investigation of French office funds, with documented cases and a lease workshop.
13 September 2026 · Read online
SCPI: measuring risk, part 4 of 6. Research cut-off: 13 September 2026.

Ten new lettings, seven departures. A count of lease movements might suggest that Primopierre was gaining ground. Floor space tells a different story: in the second quarter of 2026, the French property fund reported 6,999 square metres newly let and 30,372 square metres vacated. Large departures outweighed smaller deals. Praemia, Q2 2026 bulletin, p. 4

Subtracting those flows does not establish the precise increase in vacant space. Disposals, refurbishment and lease commencement dates also matter. It does, however, point to the right questions. How much space does a new lease replace? What did the landlord offer to secure it? When does rent actually start arriving?

This fourth instalment moves from withdrawal queues, resale prices and dividend payments to the buildings themselves. A SCPI, short for société civile de placement immobilier, is an unlisted French investment vehicle that holds rental property for its unit holders. Assessing its capacity to support distributions means following a letting through to cash flow, rather than stopping at the announcement that space has been leased.

Plenty of available space, uneven signs of recovery

ImmoStat recorded 6.571 million square metres of immediately available office space in the Paris region at 30 June 2026, up 10% from a year earlier. First-half take-up was 750,000 square metres, down 5% year on year. Yet the second quarter alone was up 8%. A recent improvement can coexist with a weak half-year and substantial availability. ImmoStat, 6 July 2026 release

Take-up counts qualifying new lettings and purchases by occupiers. Lease renegotiations are excluded. It is not net absorption: a business moving into one building may vacate another. Dividing available space by annual take-up will therefore not tell us how many years it takes to clear the market. ImmoStat definitions

A separate set of figures points to pressure within the funds. ASPIM and IEIF report that the financial occupancy rate for office SCPI funds fell from 91.2% in 2023 to 88.8% in 2025, a decline of 2.4 percentage points. That annual industry aggregate covers a different population and period from the Paris-region figures for the first half of 2026. The observations are compatible; they are not interchangeable points in a single data series. ASPIM–IEIF, 15 May 2026

What financial occupancy includes

The French financial occupancy rate, known in French as taux d’occupation financier (TOF), relates billed rent and certain rental values recognised under industry conventions to the portfolio’s potential rental income. It is weighted by rent, not simply by square metres. The methodology includes space under rent-free arrangements, space made available to a future tenant, vacant premises under a sale agreement and certain qualifying major refurbishment projects. ASPIM methodology, October 2025, pp. 2–4

A rent-free period is a contractual concession, not an unpaid bill. A lease can be binding and a tenant can be in the building while no rent is yet due. Similarly, premises being sold may contribute to the indicator without generating current rent. Even an ordinary “occupied” classification does not certify that every invoice has been paid.

Primopierre’s published breakdown makes the distinction visible.


[image: The 73.3%, 6.7% and 1.7% components count towards financial occupancy of 81.7%. The 18.3% of vacant space marketed for letting does not. These are rental weights, not floor-area shares or cash receipts.]
Primopierre, Q2 2026. Percentages of the financial occupancy rental denominator, not floor area. The first three categories total 81.7%. Sources: Praemia bulletin, p. 4; ASPIM methodology, pp. 2–4. Early access means space made available to a future tenant.

The first three categories contribute to its 81.7% TOF. That does not mean 81.7% of potential rent was collected. Nor can the first category’s 73.3% be treated as a collection rate. These are components of a rent-based indicator, not shares of physical floor area or a reconciliation of bank receipts. Primopierre occupancy breakdown

The methodology also specifies the reporting period. The quarterly calculation aggregates flows during the quarter; half-year and annual calculations combine the relevant numerators and denominators. A snapshot of floor space and an annual financial occupancy ratio answer different questions. ASPIM methodology

The practical implication is straightforward: occupancy can recover before cash flow does. To assess the gap, investors need the expiry dates of rent-free arrangements and the schedule of first rent payments.

A lease price extends beyond the headline rent

Headline rent is the amount written into the lease. A landlord may preserve that figure while offering free months, fit-out contributions, stepped rent or early access to the premises. ImmoStat measures these incentives against the theoretical headline rent over the firm lease term, the period during which the tenant is committed to stay. ImmoStat methodology

The measure published for the second quarter of 2026 is 30.6% for the Paris region, with large differences between submarkets. Its timing matters: it is recalculated quarterly using the preceding twelve months, not just leases signed in April, May and June. The release reports coverage of 79% of take-up recorded on lettings above 1,000 square metres over that window. This is a share of transactions, not of the office stock. 17 July 2026 release Methodology


[image: Lease incentives: 16.4% in the Paris CBD, 30.6% for the Paris region and 41.9% in La Défense. Trailing twelve-month window at Q2 2026. The regional average is floor-area weighted; submarkets use simple averages. The axis starts at zero and ends at 50%.]
ImmoStat, Q2 2026 reading over the preceding twelve months. Incentives as a share of theoretical headline rent during the firm lease term. Large lettings: the methodology says at least 1,000 m²; the release says more than 1,000 m². The region is floor-area weighted; submarkets use simple means. Not a measure of all existing SCPI leases. Sources: 17 July 2026 release and ImmoStat methodology.

This is not a 30.6% reduction in every SCPI’s rental income. It describes a sample of large lettings, whose terms may differ considerably from those of existing leases. Nor should the percentage automatically be added to a refurbishment budget: a landlord’s contribution to tenant works may already be included in the incentive measure.

The exposure emerges as leases are renewed or replaced. An older contract may continue to deliver its existing rent, while the next contract requires a substantial concession. Applying a market average to an entire portfolio, without its lease-expiry schedule, removes time from a problem in which timing is crucial.

Lease workshop: three readings of a €300 rent

The following example is entirely fictional. It is neither an actual SCPI lease nor an estimate of market conditions. Its purpose is to separate the contractual price, concessions and the period spent without a tenant.

Assume 1,000 square metres, headline rent of €300 per square metre per year and a six-year firm lease. All amounts exclude tax, indexation and discounting. Other operating costs, fees and financing are also excluded. The result is neither net profit nor a property valuation.


1. A lease with no free rent or fit-out contribution

Over 72 months, theoretical rent is 1,000 × €300 × 6 = €1,800,000. Dividing by floor area and duration gives the original €300 per square metre per year. This assumes that all rent due is paid.



2. Twelve free months and a €150,000 fit-out allowance

The free year sits inside the six-year lease. Five rent-paying years produce €1,500,000. A landlord contribution of €150 per square metre, paid at lease commencement, subtracts €150,000. The balance of the cash flows included in the example is €1,350,000.

Spread over the six leased years, that equals €225 per square metre per year. The fictional incentive package costs 25% of cumulative headline rent. The lease can still state €300; the calculation simply spreads the concessions over its term.



3. Six vacant months before the same lease starts

Now add six months without a tenant before lease commencement. They do not shorten the 72 contractual months: the full period is 78 months, or 6.5 years. The same €1,350,000 balance becomes €207.69 per square metre per year across that longer cycle.

Under these assumptions, rent starts arriving only after six vacant months followed by twelve rent-free months. Occupancy returns first. Costs borne during vacancy would reduce the balance further; none are estimated here.



[image: Fictional example: 1,000 square metres, €300 headline rent per square metre per year, six firm years. Twelve free months inside the lease and a €150,000 fit-out allowance leave €225 annualised over the lease. Adding a six-month void before the lease gives €207.69 over 78 months. Other expenses, tax, financing, indexation and discounting are excluded.]
l0g calculation using the fictional workshop assumptions. The first two rows cover the 72-month lease; the third covers 78 months including six vacant months before commencement. Euros per square metre per year, excluding other costs, tax, financing, indexation and discounting. €207.69 is rounded to the nearest cent.

The last figure is not a universal “true rent” for the building. It answers a different question: how much do the cash flows considered contribute, on average, from the old tenant’s departure to the end of the new lease? Changing the measurement period changes the result. So would omitting the void period or charging the same fit-out expense twice.

Good collection can coexist with a shrinking rent base

Élysées Pierre reports €51.3 million of rent billed in the first half of 2026, against €57.0 million a year earlier, a 10% decline calculated from the rounded amounts. Its second-quarter collection rate was nevertheless 97.98%. That measure covers billed rent and service charges, according to the monitoring presented in its bulletin. HSBC REIM, H1 2026 bulletin, p. 3

There is no contradiction. A landlord can collect almost everything it invoices while having less rent to invoice. But multiplying €51.3 million by 97.98% would not reconstruct cash receipts: the figures cover different periods and different items.

The published decline is not a like-for-like portfolio comparison either. Disposals, tenant departures, rent-free arrangements and billing schedules can all affect the total. The bulletin does not justify attributing the entire 10% fall to a single cause. The missing bridge is between rent on retained properties, acquisitions and disposals, concessions, and actual collections.

For a unit holder, that distinction matters as much as the distribution yield examined in the previous instalment. Strong invoice collection cannot repair a smaller billing base. Conversely, scheduled rent-free periods ending can restore receipts without another increase in occupancy.

The cost and potential value of refurbishment

Reletting may require adapting the building. A commercial contribution to a tenant’s fit-out, routine maintenance and a major redevelopment are not the same expenditure. Adding them together without examining their accounting treatment does not give a reliable measure of earnings or funding needs.

Primopierre reports €61.53 million of works carried out in 2025, across all categories. €45.80 million related to Praxagora, approximately 74.4% of the exact published total. That concentration makes it inappropriate to treat the amount as an ordinary annual run rate. The total is neither a single expense line nor exclusively capital expenditure. 2025 annual report, p. 27; l0g calculation

A project may preserve rental capacity or produce a more valuable building. Spending is not inherently a loss. Assessing it requires comparing the full cost and schedule with the additional or preserved income, allowing for construction delays and letting risk. Expected rent after completion does not pay bills during the works.

Energy requirements add another consideration, not a ready-made cost estimate. France’s Éco Énergie Tertiaire framework applies, among other covered configurations, to combined floor space used for service-sector activities reaching 1,000 square metres. One route requires a 40% reduction in final energy consumption by 2030, relative to a reference year between 2010 and 2019, or the first full reported year of operation in the specified cases. An alternative route uses an absolute consumption target appropriate to the activity. Adjustments are allowed under defined conditions. Entreprendre Service Public, guidance verified on 9 September 2025

Reducing energy use by 40% does not mean spending 40% of the building’s value. The appropriate measures, the owner’s and occupier’s respective obligations, and any permitted adjustments require property-specific assessment. We have not established a reliable national estimate of the outstanding works bill for office SCPI funds.

Where rental income is still growing

Rental income is not falling everywhere. Gecina reports a 1.2% like-for-like increase in gross office rental income for the first half of 2026. It is a listed property company, not an SCPI. Its presentation also allocates a compensation payment from Engie between the two half-years, although the payment was received entirely in the first half, according to the group’s note. The figure therefore does not measure cash receipts alone. It cannot be used to rank Gecina directly against Élysées Pierre’s invoicing total, which is not adjusted for portfolio changes. Gecina, 22 July 2026 release, p. 2 and note 1

There is a local-market counterpoint too. JLL reports that first-half 2026 take-up at La Défense rose 52% year on year, while immediately available space fell 12% year on year. Recovering activity can coexist with sizeable incentives. That does not prove the incentives caused the recovery. JLL is an ImmoStat member, so its figures are not independent statistical corroboration. JLL, 6 July 2026

Concessions can be rational. Securing several years of rent may be preferable to extending an expensive void. A more troubling pattern would be repeated, increasingly costly concessions that fail to restore sustainable income, or investment in a building with insufficient demand once it is completed. Those scenarios have to be tested property by property, not inferred from a regional average.

Putting rental cash flows on a timeline

To assess an office SCPI’s exposure, we would first reconstruct the sequence: rental income subject to possible tenant breaks, space actually vacated, new lease commencement dates and the expiry of free-rent periods. Outstanding works payments need to be placed on the same timeline. A count of lease signatures is not enough.

Three reconciliations help prevent premature conclusions: like-for-like rent to isolate the performance of retained buildings; billing and collection to separate a smaller rental business from non-payment; and works commitments against available cash to measure the interval before rent resumes. No single ratio captures all three calendars.

The documents reviewed establish rental pressure in some vehicles. They do not show that every office SCPI will follow the same path, or that a distribution problem automatically becomes a banking crisis. In its report published on 24 June 2026, the Banque de France still assessed commercial-property credit risk as contained. That dated assessment is neither an individual fund guarantee nor a September update. Banque de France

The risk to track is the gap between an announced letting and sustainable available income. When vacancy persists, concessions defer rent and works absorb cash, the owner must finance the interval. The next instalment examines the debt side: which obligations fall due during that gap, and what resources are available to meet them?

Next in the series: French SCPI funds: when debt sets the timetable, on property disposals, subsidiary borrowing and repayment dates.

Sources and method

Research cut-off: 13 September 2026. Regional market data are not extrapolated to all SCPI portfolios, which may have a wider geographic reach. Annual, half-year and quarterly measures retain their own reference periods. Managers’ publications and Gecina’s results describe their own operations; we have not inspected the underlying individual leases, invoices or bank receipts. This is not personalised investment advice.

The occupancy definition follows ASPIM’s detailed methodology, accessed through a public copy hosted by PierrePapier. ImmoStat figures are read alongside the producer’s methodology, including the twelve-month window. The workshop contains fictional, reproducible calculations. Where the precise online publication dates of bulletins and the annual report could not be confirmed, they remain unknown: no date is inferred from a filename or URL parameter.


Twelve sources and their scope


	Praemia REIM France: Primopierre : Bulletin du deuxième trimestre 2026. Q2 2026, p. 4. Online publication date unconfirmed.

	ASPIM / IEIF: Collecte et performance au premier trimestre 2026 et principaux indicateurs des SCPI en 2025. 15 May 2026. Annual occupancy of office SCPI funds, 2023 and 2025.

	ASPIM: Modalités de calcul et de publication des données financières par les SCPI : octobre 2025. October 2025, pp. 2–4. ASPIM document, public copy hosted by PierrePapier.

	GIE ImmoStat: Résultats ImmoStat pour le T2 2026. 6 July 2026, p. 1. Paris-region market, H1 and Q2 2026.

	GIE ImmoStat: Infos marchés : définitions des indicateurs. Undated methodology, accessed 13 September 2026.

	GIE ImmoStat: Mesures d’accompagnement : T2 2026. 17 July 2026, p. 1. Q2 reading on a trailing twelve-month basis.

	HSBC REIM: Élysées Pierre : Bulletin semestriel d’information, premier semestre 2026. H1 2026, p. 3. Rent billed and collection of rent and service charges. Online publication date unconfirmed.

	Praemia REIM France: Primopierre : Rapport annuel 2025. Financial year 2025, p. 27. All works and the Praxagora project. Online publication date unconfirmed.

	Direction de l’information légale et administrative / Entreprendre Service Public: Réduction de la consommation d’énergie dans les bâtiments à usage tertiaire. Guidance verified 9 September 2025, accessed 13 September 2026.

	Gecina: Résultats au 30 juin 2026 : communiqué de presse. 22 July 2026, p. 2 and note 1. Like-for-like office rental income and compensation payment from Engie.

	JLL France: Marché locatif des bureaux en Île-de-France au premier semestre 2026. 6 July 2026. La Défense, H1 2026. JLL belongs to ImmoStat.

	Banque de France: Rapport sur la stabilité financière : juin 2026. Published 24 June 2026; webpage updated 3 July 2026. Commercial-property credit risk.




Chapter 5
French SCPI funds: when debt sets the timetable
How French SCPI property sales fund debt repayments: Primopierre, LF Grand Paris Patrimoine, leverage limits and the impact on rental income.
13 September 2026 · Read online
SCPI: measuring the risk, part 5 of 6. Research cut-off: 13 September 2026.

Selling a building can raise cash without making any of it available for investors. Primopierre’s second-quarter 2026 bulletin says property-sale proceeds are being allocated to repay lenders. At the quarter-end, two assets were under preliminary sale agreements, but no transaction had completed during the quarter. An agreed sale and money in the bank are different stages. Primopierre bulletin, p. 2

LF Grand Paris Patrimoine raises a further possibility: some rental income could be directed towards repaying debt, potentially reducing the distribution forecast for the second half. The manager presents this as a possibility. The documents do not establish that the change has already been implemented. LF Grand Paris Patrimoine bulletin, PDF p. 3

The first four instalments examined withdrawal queues, resale prices, distributions and the economics of empty offices. This one turns to the liabilities. Investors may be willing to wait for a property recovery. A loan has a due date. Pressure builds when funding has to be found before the fund can let or sell buildings on acceptable terms.

Investor liquidity and property cash flow

A SCPI, short for société civile de placement immobilier, is an unlisted French investment vehicle holding rental property directly or through property companies. Investors own units in the vehicle. Selling them requires a buyer or an available redemption mechanism. LF Grand Paris Patrimoine’s information memorandum distinguishes subscription-matched withdrawals, a possible redemption fund and sales of units to another investor. Information memorandum, introduction and exit arrangements

That distinction matters for the secondary markets discussed in part two. An investor buying existing units provides the money needed to pay the seller, after applicable transaction costs. The trade does not, by itself, inject new equity into the fund to repay its property loans. Better trading conditions can help individual investors leave while leaving the property-financing problem largely untouched. Information memorandum, chapter 2

Selling a building is different: cash reaches the company that owns it. The next question is where that cash goes. Refurbishment, debt repayment, new investment and investor distributions compete for resources. The same euro cannot pay for all four.

Repaying principal, the amount originally borrowed, reduces both cash and debt. Interest is a separate expense. A fund can therefore report a profit while having to retain cash to repay its loans. For an investor, the more useful question is how much remains after expenditure and repayments that have to be made.

A leverage ceiling the manager says it exceeded

The most explicit finding in the documents is in LF Grand Paris Patrimoine’s 2025 annual report. On page 16, the manager states that the information memorandum’s leverage ceiling of 1.54 times net assets was not met at 31 December 2025. It reports AIFM leverage of 166%, calculated under the gross method, attributes the excess to declining property values and says it is examining ways to restore compliance. The manager itself acknowledges the exceedance. Annual report, p. 16

The measure concerns the fund’s exposure relative to its net asset value, the value left after liabilities are taken into account. As that net value falls, exposure can rise relative to it even without new borrowing. The exact calculation and adjustments belong to the fund’s disclosed methodology. Information memorandum, section 3.2

That finding does not establish a default on a bank loan. Exceeding a fund-level leverage ceiling, breaching a particular credit agreement and missing a payment are different events. The material collected here does not justify treating them as interchangeable.

The June 2026 information memorandum still contains the 1.54-times ceiling. We did not find an updated calculation in the collected documents establishing that the fund had returned below it, or public confirmation that this episode had caused lenders to accelerate their loans. The year-end exceedance is documented; the precise position on 13 September is not. June 2026 memorandum, section 3.2

Similar percentages can measure different things

The same annual-report page shows a 32.07% debt-and-commitments ratio against acquisition costs, below an authorised 35%, alongside 42.50% under the ASPIM method. Both refer to year-end 2025. Their difference is not, on its own, a contradiction: the denominator changes. Annual report, p. 16

Acquisition costs reflect what was invested in the properties. Appraisals estimate their value at a later date. The ASPIM debt-and-commitments ratio, or RDAE, divides those obligations by the fund’s realisation value plus the same obligations. Borrowing can consequently look contained against the historical purchase-cost base while a measure using revalued assets deteriorates. LF annual report, p. 16, ratio definitions

LF’s June 2026 bulletin reports 29.14% on the acquisition-cost basis. That is not an updated version of the December 42.50% ASPIM number, and its decline does not itself establish that the leverage-ceiling issue has been resolved. Primopierre’s ASPIM ratio, meanwhile, moves from 38.8% at year-end 2025 to 41.3% at June 2026, an increase of 2.5 percentage points. Even this like-for-like change in the indicator is not sufficient evidence of additional nominal borrowing: lower asset values can raise the ratio. LF bulletin, PDF p. 10; Primopierre annual report, p. 27; Primopierre bulletin, pp. 3 and 6

These disclosures do not provide a single scale on which every fund can be ranked mechanically. Article 422-225 of the French market regulator’s General Regulation requires shareholder-approved maximum borrowing compatible with repayment capacity from ordinary receipts. It does not impose one universal 40% ceiling on all the measures above. AMF General Regulation

Primopierre’s subsidiary debt changes the picture

The perimeter matters as much as the percentage. Primopierre’s ownership-weighted economic disclosure, including controlled companies, reports €328.20 million of property loans at the parent SCPI and €618.23 million in subsidiaries at 31 December 2025. The unrounded total is €946,425,975.61. Subsidiaries account for approximately 65.3% of that amount. Annual report, p. 33; l0g calculation


[image: Property loans at 31 December 2025: €328.20m at parent SCPI and €618.22597561m in controlled subsidiaries, ownership-weighted. Subsidiaries account for 65.3% of €946.42597561m. Loan totals do not identify parent guarantees.]
Primopierre, financial year 2025, property loans. Controlled companies only, ownership-weighted. Labels rounded to two decimals; exact total: €946,425,975.61. This scope does not identify all guarantees. Source: 2025 annual report, p. 33.

Subsidiaries account for almost two-thirds of these loans. Stopping at the parent-only accounts would omit much of the disclosed economic exposure. Conversely, adding the subsidiary loans does not establish that the parent guarantees every obligation. Assessing a lender’s recourse requires identifying the borrower and the security or guarantees attached to that particular loan.

The maturity table on page 57 covers €328.20 million: no loans in the residual-maturity bucket of up to one year, €153 million between one and five years, and €175.20 million beyond five years. It does not allocate the €618.23 million of subsidiary borrowings across those time buckets. Annual report, p. 57


[image: Primopierre at 31 December 2025, residual maturities of parent-only mortgage loans: €0m up to one year, €153m one to five years, €175.20m beyond five years. The €618.23m in subsidiary borrowings are not allocated. This table does not show all interim principal payments.]
Residual maturity of mortgage loans at 31 December 2025. Scope: parent SCPI only, excluding subsidiaries. The buckets classify outstanding loans; they are not a complete amortisation schedule. Source: 2025 annual report, p. 57.

That table cannot support either a claim of a group-wide 2026 maturity wall or an assurance that the entire structure has no near-term maturities. There is another limitation: grouping loans by remaining maturity need not disclose all interim principal payments on amortising facilities. A complete debt-service schedule requires more than a final-maturity classification.

Refinancing is about the amount as well as the rate

LF Grand Paris Patrimoine publishes two identical numbers with different units: 2.53% average interest on mortgage financing and 2.53 years of weighted average remaining maturity. Neither is a refinancing offer. Nor does an average term imply that every loan expires on the same date. Bulletin, PDF p. 10

When a facility comes up for renewal, two questions have to be answered separately: how much will the new borrowing cost, and how much will the lender advance? Even a lower rate cannot fill a principal shortfall if the bank lends against a smaller share of a lower property valuation. The workshop below isolates that mechanism without purporting to know the offers received by the funds in this article.

Interest-rate protection also needs careful reading. An interest-rate cap provides protection above a contractual reference-rate threshold; it does not repay principal. Its accounting value is not the amount of debt protected. Primopierre reports approximately €5.19 million as the value of cap-type instruments at 31 December 2025. That number alone cannot establish the percentage of borrowing hedged. The notional amount, meaning the reference amount to which the hedge applies, its expiry and its contractual terms are needed. Annual report, p. 57

The report also discloses annual LTC and ICR tests in its financing arrangements. LTC means loan-to-cost, or borrowing relative to a specified cost base; ICR means interest coverage ratio, measuring how a contractually defined income covers interest. These ratio families appear in the European Banking Authority’s definitions, annex p. 27. Exact contractual definitions matter. The collected documents do not provide the full thresholds and calculations needed to measure headroom for each loan. The existence of financial covenants is documented; their breach is not established by this material. Annual report, p. 58

For 2025, Praemia reports no exceedance of regulatory, contractual or internal limits that could have changed Primopierre’s risk profile. This annual assessment provides neither the detailed calculations for each loan nor the position of the tests in September 2026. Primopierre annual report, p. 34

How disposals change recurring income

A disposal used to repay borrowing removes both debt and a property. Its effect on future income depends on the property’s contribution after operating expenditure, the interest saved and the costs avoided. Selling a vacant building facing expensive refurbishment may improve the position. Selling an income-producing asset can reduce recurring earnings when the contribution lost exceeds the financing saving.

The relevant starting point is the net proceeds actually applied to debt, not an asking price or a preliminary agreement. Transaction costs, applicable taxes, early-repayment charges and hedge termination costs may matter. The published material does not allow that bridge to be reconstructed for every disposal examined. The rental income lost has to be assessed for each disposal.

Completed transactions also show a more varied picture. LF Grand Paris Patrimoine’s three 2025 disposals show €55.3722 million of gross proceeds, compared with €55.901759 million of reference appraisals, at the fund’s ownership share. The calculated difference is −0.95%. The benchmark is December 2024 for the first-half sale and June 2025 for the second-half transactions. Annual report, p. 10; l0g calculation

That comparison is not a reconstruction of net cash received. It also says little about the price at which all the unsold assets could be sold: properties that found buyers are not a random sample of the remaining portfolio. For this selection, total gross proceeds remain close to the last disclosed appraisals.

Workshop: less leverage, potentially less income

Every number in this workshop is fictional. Amounts are in millions of euros. The model is not a forecast for any named SCPI. It excludes other assets and liabilities, transaction costs, taxes, penalties, hedges and reinvestment. Net asset value here is a simplified economic subtraction, not a reported accounting balance.


[image: Entirely fictional example in €m. Property falls from 100 to 80 after revaluation, then to 60 after a sale of 20 applied to debt. Debt is 40, 40, then 20; net value is 60, 40, then 40. Losing annual net property income of 1.2 and saving interest of 0.8 reduces the annual balance by 0.4.]
l0g calculation using the workshop’s fictional assumptions. Each bar splits property value between debt and simplified economic net value. A sale of 20 at its assessed value is entirely applied to repayment; the repaid debt costs 4% annually. Fees, taxes, penalties, hedges and reinvestment are excluded. The refinancing scenario is a separate alternative in the workshop.


1. Leverage can rise without a new loan

Start with property worth 100 and debt of 40, leaving net value of 60. Debt represents 40% of the property value.

The properties are then revalued to 80. Debt is still 40, but net value is now 40 and debt/property value rises to 50%. A 20% fall in property value has produced a 33.3% fall in net value. No cash has yet left the bank account.

This simplified ratio is neither the full ASPIM formula nor a particular loan covenant.



2. Selling and repaying can lower leverage while reducing annual income

Within the portfolio now worth 80, one property is worth 20. It sells for that amount, all of which goes to repay debt. The remaining properties are worth 60, debt is 20 and net value is still 40. Debt/property value falls to 33.3%. Repayment has not itself recreated the 20 of net value lost in the revaluation.

Assume the sold property contributed 1.2 a year after property operating expenses, before financing. Repaying 20 of debt costing 4% saves 0.8 a year in interest. The recurring balance therefore falls by 0.4 a year, before the excluded costs.

Alternative: if the property produced no net operating income and the other assumptions were unchanged, the interest saving would improve that balance by 0.8. Which property is sold matters, not just how much borrowing disappears.



3. An affordable refinancing rate may still leave a funding gap

This is an alternative to the sale, not the next step after it. Property remains worth 80 and debt to refinance remains 40. Suppose the new lender will advance only 40% of current property value. The offer is 32, leaving 8 to find elsewhere to repay the old loan in full.

The 40% limit is a fictional lending assumption, not a universal rule. A lower interest rate on 32 does not provide the missing 8. Selling an asset, retaining cash, raising additional capital or negotiating revised terms are possible responses, not solutions assumed to be available.


Financing structures can provide meaningful protection

Immorente is a useful counterpoint. At 30 June 2026, Sofidy reports €792 million of bank debt, 98.7% at fixed rates, an average maturity of four years, and 50% amortising debt. Its 19.0% ratio compares debt with property value; it is not directly interchangeable with the other ratios discussed above. Immorente bulletin, PDF p. 2

A fixed rate limits the immediate effect of interest-rate movements on the relevant loans. Gradual amortisation reduces the principal still needing refinancing at the end, but requires cash before that final date. Neither protection makes a building liquid or guarantees a future credit offer. Both explain why debt structures should be assessed individually.

Immorente also reports nine completed second-quarter disposals generating €12.5 million net to the seller, at prices averaging 12% above the 31 December 2025 appraisals, according to Sofidy. These management figures have not been independently checked against sale deeds. They nevertheless provide a counterexample to the proposition that every current disposal must be a distressed sale. Bulletin, PDF pp. 1 and 3

For a fund-specific investigation, four reconciliations would be the priority: debt and maturities by borrower; financial covenants and the latest test results; signed sales and net cash received; income lost and financing costs saved. A single fundraising, distribution or leverage figure cannot substitute for them.

Less freedom to choose when to sell

The cases examined call for a fund-by-fund assessment. ASPIM and IEIF report an average debt-and-commitments ratio of 18.3% for 2025, against 18.4% in 2024. The Banque de France still judged commercial-property credit risk contained in its June 2026 stability report. Neither the sector average nor that dated assessment certifies the position of an individual SCPI. ASPIM, 15 May 2026 release; Banque de France, report published 24 June

Our documents establish that Primopierre allocates disposal proceeds to creditors, that LF Grand Paris Patrimoine has raised the possibility of using rental income for debt repayment, and that the latter acknowledged a leverage-ceiling exceedance in its 2025 report. They do not establish a national refinancing requirement, identify a bank-loan default from these facts alone or date every subsidiary maturity.

What matters is the room to choose: hold the property, wait for a better price, pay for refurbishment or distribute cash. That room narrows when several uses of cash become urgent at once. Deleveraging can protect investors. Its success also has to be judged by the properties and earning capacity left after the debt has been repaid.



This instalment uses public documents. Management figures remain attributed to their issuers and have not been checked against loan agreements or sale deeds. The fictional examples explain mechanisms; they are neither forecasts nor recommendations to buy or sell.

Earlier instalments: withdrawal registers, resale prices, yields and income, and the cost of empty offices.

Continue the series with SCPI funds: who bears the losses?, tracing the links between property funds, life insurance and banks.

Sources and method

Balance-sheet observations refer to 31 December 2025 or 30 June 2026 as stated, not to the publication date of this article. Time comparisons use the same defined ratio. Subsidiary borrowings are ownership-weighted; preliminary sale agreements are not cash receipts. Exact release dates that could not be confirmed remain unspecified.

A separate Primopierre table, on p. 27, uses €951,534,001 of debt for its borrowing ratio, compared with €946,425,975.61 of property loans in the entity breakdown on p. 33. A detailed reconciliation between these amounts is unavailable to us. The first chart uses only the latter line and does not reconstruct every ratio in the report. Primopierre annual report, pp. 27 and 33


Ten sources and their scope


	Praemia REIM France: Primopierre : Bulletin trimestriel, deuxième trimestre 2026. At 30 June 2026: sale proceeds allocated to creditors, no transaction completed in the quarter, two preliminary sale agreements and the debt/commitments ratio. Exact release date unconfirmed.

	La Française REM: LF Grand Paris Patrimoine : Bulletin trimestriel au 30 juin 2026. Possible diversion of rental income to principal repayment; acquisition-cost ratio, mortgage interest rate and average remaining term. The conditional wording is preserved.

	La Française REM: LF Grand Paris Patrimoine : Rapport annuel 2025. Manager-reported leverage-limit exceedance, differently defined ratios and the three-disposal table. The 24 June 2026 meeting date is not used as the publication date.

	La Française REM / Moniwan: LF Grand Paris Patrimoine : Note d’information et statuts, juin 2026. 66-page version marked June 2026. Borrowing and leverage limits; permitted hedging instruments. Another manager URL serves a February version and must not be substituted silently.

	Praemia REIM France: Primopierre : Rapport annuel 2025. Ownership-weighted debt in controlled companies, the parent-only maturity table, ratios and covenants. Parent accounts do not automatically cover subsidiary borrowings.

	Sofidy: Immorente : Bulletin trimestriel, deuxième trimestre 2026. Debt structure and completed disposals: manager disclosures, not independently checked against loan agreements or sale deeds.

	ASPIM / IEIF: Collecte au T1 2026 et principaux indicateurs des SCPI en 2025. Average debt and commitments ratio: 18.3% in 2025 versus 18.4% in 2024. Trade-association/IEIF statistics, not a fund-by-fund audit.

	Banque de France: Rapport sur la stabilité financière : Juin 2026. Commercial-property credit risk judged contained at that date. The aggregate assessment is neither a certificate for a particular fund nor a September guarantee.

	AMF / Légifrance: Règlement général de l’AMF : Article 422-225. Shareholder-approved maximum borrowing and compatibility with repayment capacity from ordinary receipts. This provision does not set a universal 40% limit.

	European Banking Authority: Final report on draft RTS on crowdfunding. Report dated 29 April 2022, annex p. 27: illustrative definitions of LTC and ICR. Used for terminology, not as the terms of the SCPI loan agreements.
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SCPI: measuring the risk, part 6 of 6. Research cut-off: 13 September 2026.

A French saver does not have to own an SCPI fund directly to feel its losses. In its second-quarter 2026 report, property investment vehicle Capimmo says that early auction prices for Primopierre units contributed to adjustments in its own valuation. Capimmo is distributed through life insurance. The secondary-market prices examined in Part 2 therefore matter beyond the investors who actually sold. This is the manager’s explanation; the available holdings information does not let us reproduce the precise financial impact independently. Source: Capimmo report, p. 1

A fund’s resale prices can therefore reach another saver’s policy statement. Tracing how far the effect travels requires following each party’s obligations. A property company, a fund, an insurance policy and a lender make different promises. The saver may bear a fall in investment value, the insurer may face a cash payment, and a bank may hold an outstanding loan. Those are not necessarily equal amounts, nor three additional losses to be added together.

The final instalment follows those promises. The first question is who bears the loss. The next is who must find the cash when the investor asks to leave.

How an SCPI reaches a life insurance policy

A SCPI, short for société civile de placement immobilier, is an unlisted French property investment company that holds rental property for its investors. A saver can own its units directly. Alternatively, a life insurance policy may offer a unit-linked investment option backed by a civil company, often called an SC or SCI, which in turn owns properties and fund units. The AMF explains that these companies can hold SCPIs, OPCI property funds and other civil companies. A policyholder investing through such an option does not become a member of the underlying civil company. Source: AMF

There is no universal chain. A policy may offer an SCPI-backed option without an intermediate SCI. A civil company may own buildings directly. Capimmo’s own product description sets out several ownership routes, including investments in funds managed by Praemia. Each portfolio needs to be traced rather than forced into a single diagram of the industry. Source: Praemia

The Capimmo disclosure establishes something narrower and more useful than a general claim of contagion: a price formed in the market for one fund’s units can affect another fund holding those units. It does not mean every Primopierre building has been marked down by the same percentage. Nor does it attribute all of Capimmo’s decline to Primopierre. The size of the holding, its valuation treatment and other portfolio changes must be separated. Source: Capimmo management commentary

A policy statement presents an investment value. Explaining how it moved may require looking through several layers of ownership. A long list of investment options does not, by itself, reveal whether the underlying properties are genuinely diversified.


[image: Praemia reports an effect of Primopierre auction prices on Capimmo valuation. Unit-linked policy value moves with the underlying investment. This diagram quantifies neither cash flows nor bank losses.]
Capimmo, second quarter 2026. The first link is reported by the manager; the second shows the unit-linked mechanism, subject to contractual guarantees. The precise contribution of Primopierre remains to be reconciled. Sources: Praemia, p. 1; ABE Infoservice.

What the insurer commits to paying

French assurance-vie is a life insurance contract also used to hold savings and investments. The policy can contain different investment options, each with its own risks. For a unit-linked option, the policy’s euro value moves with the underlying investment. The insurer’s commitment concerns the number of units, not a fixed euro value. Market risk therefore sits with the policyholder, subject to any additional contractual guarantees. The word “insurance” does not protect the capital in every investment option. Source: ABE Infoservice

Capimmo’s product page makes both points: it attributes liquidity to the insurer while warning that capital is not protected and that property can be difficult to sell. Both features matter when reading the policy. Source: product presentation and risks

The distinction becomes operational when the saver requests a payment. Withdrawing money from a policy, known as a partial or full surrender, and redeeming the fund units held behind it are different transactions. ABE Infoservice explains the general rule: the insurer has at most two months after receiving all the necessary documents to pay a surrender request. The contract may promise a shorter period. That rule is not a promise that the underlying properties can be sold within two months. Source: ABE Infoservice

The insurer may consequently have to pay before the underlying fund has redeemed its own units. The intervening cash requirement is a liquidity problem. It may be manageable for a diversified insurer. Measuring it requires the payments actually due, available liquid assets and the relevant obligations. Applying a property-price decline to the insurer’s entire balance sheet would mix different risks.

A lower unit value also reduces the obligation expressed in those units. The investment’s decline does not automatically become an equal loss of the insurer’s own capital. This reasoning does not eliminate liquidity costs or additional guarantees. It also does not describe a property investment held for the insurer’s own account, where risk is not passed through to a unit-linked policyholder in the same way.

There are exceptions to the ordinary payment timetable

The wrapper’s protections are not unlimited. Article L131-4 of the French Insurance Code provides for restrictions in specified circumstances involving suspended unit issuance or redemption, or temporary redemption caps in an underlying fund. The restrictions concern the affected portion of the policy, not automatically the whole contract. Policyholders and the ACPR must be informed; in the case covered by paragraph II, the supervisor can overturn the decision. These provisions can override ordinary settlement deadlines. Source: Insurance Code, L131-4, I–IV

An SCPI exit queue does not automatically trigger this mechanism. The underlying investment, the measure taken by the fund and the statutory conditions must be checked. We found no public confirmation in the documents reviewed that this provision had been activated affecting policies holding Capimmo. Its use needs to be established for the contracts concerned.

Direct ownership is different again. The AMF’s mediator has explained that a valid SCPI redemption request may have no determinate execution date. Merely holding those fund units does not entitle the investor to the payment timetable applicable to a separate insurance policy. Source: AMF, February 2024

The useful reading exercise is therefore contractual: who owes a payment, how is it valued, and what conditions apply? The underlying fund’s brochure does not replace the terms of the policy hosting it.

Cash must be available where the obligation falls due

Capimmo’s allocation at 3 July 2026 reports a 4.0% liquidity bucket, beside a chart showing a minimum target of 10%. The manager also reports more than €1.2 billion in cumulative disposals under a programme started in 2023, supporting investment commitments and withdrawals. That cumulative sales figure is not cash still available in July. Source: Capimmo report, p. 2

The difference between the allocation and the target calls for an explanation. It does not, on its own, establish a legal breach: the applicable definitions, exceptions and complete contractual documentation matter. Nor does it measure the insurer’s liquidity. A reserve percentage without a payment schedule and information about usable assets cannot tell us how long withdrawals can be met.

The same report supplies the material counterargument. Praemia judges liquidity sufficient to cover identified investment commitments over twenty-four months while continuing to repay withdrawal requests. This is the manager’s assessment, not an independently reproduced test covering every redemption scenario. Source: Capimmo report, p. 2

The AMF also distinguishes civil companies from SCPI and OPCI vehicles: the former do not receive the same AMF product approval. That does not mean their manager and insurer operate without supervision. It means the vehicle’s rules and the policy’s rules must be examined separately. Source: AMF

What sits inside banks’ €558 billion exposure

For banks, the starting dataset is different. The ACPR survey covering five major French banking groups reports €558 billion of broadly defined commercial real estate exposure at 31 December 2025. Its table separates €527.9 billion of lending exposures from €30.1 billion of own-account investments. Within the lending figure, €238.7 billion relates to property businesses. It is a subset, not another sum to add. Source: ACPR, Table 1, p. 4

The scope includes property used by non-property businesses and social housing. It extends beyond offices, SCPIs and properties located in France. Calling it a potential banking bill from SCPI funds would misidentify the underlying exposures. Source: ACPR survey scope


[image: ACPR, five groups, 31 December 2025. €527.9bn of lending exposures and €30.1bn of own-account investments make €558bn. The €238.7bn lent to property businesses is included in lending. Shared zero-to-€600bn scale. Exposures, with no loss estimate.]
Outstanding exposures at 31 December 2025, billions of euros. Scope includes owner-occupied property of non-property businesses, social housing and properties outside France. Lending to property businesses is a subset of total lending. Source: ACPR, Table 1 p. 4 and survey scope p. 22.

The same exposure is 6.5% of total banking assets and 134% of Common Equity Tier 1 capital, according to the ACPR table. CET1 is the highest-quality regulatory capital. The two denominators answer different questions: how much of the asset base is exposed, and how large the exposure is relative to a loss-absorbing resource. Neither ratio tells us how much will be lost. Source: ACPR, p. 4

Moving from an exposure to a loss estimate requires the borrower’s capacity to pay, collateral, creditor ranking and recoverable amounts. A lower appraisal can weaken collateral without immediately producing an equal loss for the lender. Conversely, a mortgage does not make a loan risk-free when both income and property values deteriorate.

The ACPR considers bank financing broadly resilient while highlighting vulnerabilities among property businesses. At end-2025, Stage 3 exposures were 3.4% across the credit portfolio considered and 4.2% for property businesses. Stage 3 under IFRS 9 is a credit-impaired classification. It does not mean those percentages of the portfolio have been irretrievably lost. Nor are these SCPI-specific rates. Source: ACPR summary

One property loss can appear in several portfolios

Fund statistics pose a related problem. At 30 June 2026, the ASPIM reports €86 billion of SCPI capitalisation, €20.3 billion of civil-company net assets and €10.5 billion of retail OPCI net assets. Adding these stocks would not produce a consolidated measure of property risk: the valuation measures differ, and some vehicles can hold units in others. Sources: ASPIM and AMF AMF

The same economic exposure can run through several reported investment values. A proper consolidation identifies ultimate holders, removes internal holdings and retains genuinely separate obligations. Without that exercise, one building, or one write-down, can be counted several times.

The intermediate layers still matter. Their charges, possible borrowing and payment dates may change losses and cash requirements. Consolidation should describe those effects, not assume them away.

Workshop: follow the losses and payments

The examples below are independent and use millions of euros. They exclude fees, taxes, additional guarantees and all assets or liabilities not specified. They illustrate economic identities, not complete insurance accounts, a stress test or a forecast for Capimmo.


1. A write-down passing through several layers

Assume a debt-free SCPI whose property value falls from 100 to 80. A civil company owns the whole SCPI and nothing else. An insurer owns the whole civil company to back unit-linked obligations, with no additional guarantee.

The underlying write-down is 20. It appears in the SCPI unit value, the civil company’s value and policyholders’ investment entitlements. These three observations do not create a loss of 60. The insurer holds an asset that has fallen in value, but its unit-linked obligation also falls in this simplified model.

Borrowing, different obligations or transactions at other prices would require a different calculation. The lesson is limited: do not add the same write-down at every ownership layer.



2. A solvent fund can still be short of cash

A fund holds 90 in illiquid investments and 10 in cash, with no debt. It must pay 15 in redemptions now. The immediate liquidity gap is 5. It is not a shortfall of 5 in the value of its assets.

If it sells an investment worth 5 for net proceeds of 5, it can pay the 15. Remaining investors then hold assets worth 85. The assumed sale creates no write-down. A discount, costs or a delay would change the result. The example establishes no redemption right in any actual fund.



3. Debt amplifies the decline for investors

A different vehicle owns property worth 100, financed by 40 of debt and 60 of net value. The property is marked down to 80, with debt unchanged at 40. Net value falls to 40, a decline of 33.3%.

The bank’s claim is not automatically cut by 20%. Repayment is not guaranteed, however: income, financing at maturity and any collateral realisation still matter. Accounting provisions and insolvency proceedings are not modelled.



[image: Fictional assumption: debt-free property value falls from €100m to €80m. A civil company owns the entire SCPI and an insurer owns that company to back unit-linked rights. The same €20m write-down appears in three valuations. The bars must not be added.]
Illustrative l0g calculation: 100 − 80 = €20m. Full ownership, no borrowing, charges or additional guarantees. Each bar repeats the same initial value of 100, with 80 remaining and a write-down of 20. These are not Capimmo observations or a forecast. Unit-linked obligations are assumed to track the underlying value.

When transmission could become amplification

A valuation decline becomes more dangerous when it forces asset sales. The ECB describes the mechanism for open-ended funds: withdrawals can lead to hurried disposals, sale prices affect valuations, and investors may respond with further withdrawals. Tools that limit or defer redemptions can interrupt that feedback. Its May 2026 analysis is a European modelling exercise, not a forecast for French SCPIs. Source: ECB

Applying the mechanism here requires several conditions to coincide. A fund must actually lack usable resources. Its sales must affect the pricing of comparable assets. Other owners must incorporate those references into their valuations or face the same underlying rental problems. Financing must then tighten or withdrawal pressure intensify. Several funds falling in value at the same time does not establish the whole chain.

SCPI queues and secondary markets alter that transmission. Where an exit remains pending, or a unit is sold to another investor, the fund need not sell a building to fund that particular transaction. Protecting the portfolio can therefore mean delay or a lower price for the departing investor. The cost sits elsewhere; it has not vanished. Source on SCPI redemption mechanics: AMF

Sector flows need equally careful interpretation. In the first half of 2026, retail OPCIs recorded €337 million of net outflows, civil companies offered as unit-linked options €265 million, while SCPIs still attracted €2.2 billion of net inflows. Both outflow categories improved against the previous half-year. For civil companies, however, outflows remained above the €101 million recorded in the first half of 2025. The comparison period changes the picture. These are flows, not investment losses. Source: ASPIM

Positive subscriptions across an industry do not automatically put money into its troubled funds. Yet rising outflows are not conclusive evidence of worsening stress either. The Banque de France reports that completed disposals and the lifting of some liquidity restrictions allowed more redemption requests to be paid at end-2025. This partly explained increased OPCI and SCI outflows between the third and fourth quarters. The measured flow can rise because investors are again able to receive their money. Source: Banque de France, printed p. 44, PDF p. 45

The limits of the available risk picture

The strongest counterweight to a claim of generalised crisis remains the Banque de France’s assessment published on 24 June 2026: commercial-property credit risk was contained. That is a financial-stability judgement, not certification of an SCPI’s resale price or an insurance option’s availability in September. Source: Banque de France

The documents establish that the manager describes a valuation effect running from Primopierre into a life-insurance investment vehicle. They also allow broad bank property exposure to be distinguished from SCPI lending. They do not establish a consolidated SCPI-related loss for insurers and banks, or show that a systemic crisis is underway. Sources: Capimmo and ACPR ACPR

The central missing input is a complete reconciliation of holdings by insurer: quantities, valuation conventions and allocation between unit-linked obligations, euro-denominated insurance funds with contractual guarantees, and own-account investments. That would need to be matched with payments due, restrictions actually in force and the bank financing associated with the relevant vehicles and subsidiaries. We did not find that consolidated table in the public sources used. This does not imply that supervisors lack it.

The most useful future evidence will be completed and settled property sales, fulfilled and outstanding withdrawal requests, usable reserves, payment dates and identifiable credit deterioration. Another cut in a unit price cannot substitute for those observations.

The series ends with a practical distinction. A saver can suffer a loss without a fund failing. An insurer can need cash without absorbing the full investment write-down. A bank can be exposed without having lost its claim. Additional danger arises when several of those constraints have to be resolved at once. That collision needs to be measured without counting the same billions repeatedly.

Method and sources

The six analyses are collected in The Phantom Liquidity of SCPI Funds, a free EPUB with an introduction, a conclusion and an additional chapter comparing specific mechanisms with private credit.

This investigation uses manager disclosures, ASPIM statistics, AMF and ACPR publications, Banque de France and ECB analysis, and insurance legislation. Manager assessments are attributed and do not constitute independent verification of their holdings. No interviews or requests for comment were conducted. The worked examples are fictional. This article is not a recommendation to buy or sell.

Observation dates differ: December 2025 banking exposures, first-half 2026 fund flows, Capimmo’s July allocation and documents consulted through 13 September. The AMF explainers were read in indexed text because direct access was blocked. Article L131-4 was checked on Légifrance; the displayed version has been in force since 11 December 2016. The Praemia, ACPR and Banque de France PDFs were checked directly.

The complete series
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Detailed references and scope


	Praemia REIM France : SCI Capimmo : Reporting trimestriel T2 2026. Q2 report, observations at 3 July 2026. Pages 1–2: valuation, allocation and disposals. Manager disclosures; no independent holdings reconciliation.

	Praemia REIM France : SCI Capimmo : présentation et risques. Product presentation and risks. Key figures dated 4 September do not replace the allocation lines in the July report.

	AMF : Placements collectifs : investir dans une société civile détenant de l’immobilier. 20 November 2023 explainer on civil companies, policyholder status and product approval. Indexed text consulted; direct access blocked.

	ABE Infoservice (Banque de France, ACPR, AMF) : Assurance-vie : comprendre les contrats et les supports financiers. Unit-linked obligations and risk of capital loss.

	ABE Infoservice (Banque de France, ACPR, AMF) : Que faut-il savoir si vous avez conclu un contrat d’assurance vie ?. General surrender payment timetable after receipt of the necessary documents; statutory exceptions are treated separately.

	Légifrance : Code des assurances : article L131-4. Article L131-4, paragraphs I–IV, in force since 11 December 2016. Conditions and restrictions on the affected policy portion.

	AMF : Médiateur : SCPI : une demande de retrait, même régulière, peut être exécutée dans un délai indéterminé. 1 February 2024 mediator case on direct holdings. Indexed text consulted; insurance-specific exceptions must be read separately.

	ASPIM / IEIF : Collecte et performance des fonds immobiliers grand public au premier semestre 2026. ASPIM/IEIF industry statistics: first-half 2026 flows and 30 June stocks. Different measures, with possible cross-holdings.

	ACPR : Analyses et synthèses n°184 : Le financement de l’immobilier commercial par les banques françaises en 2025. Study No 184, completed 2 July 2026. Five groups, end-2025 exposures. Table 1 p. 4, credit risk p. 16, survey scope p. 22.

	ACPR : N°184 : page de présentation. Study No 184 overview, updated 30 July 2026. Broad resilience and vulnerabilities among property businesses.

	Banque de France : Rapport sur la stabilité financière : Juin 2026. Report published on 24 June 2026: the financial-stability assessment at that date.

	Banque de France : Rapport sur la stabilité financière : Juin 2026, texte intégral. Printed p. 44, PDF p. 45: disposals, resumed redemptions and OPCI/SCI outflows at end-2025.

	Banque centrale européenne : Assessing the macroprudential impact of liquidity management tools for investment funds: a system-wide analysis. May 2026 modelling analysis: fire sales and liquidity tools. Pre-emptive investor behaviour is outside the model; no estimates transferred to French SCPIs.




Additional chapter · 7
SCPI funds and private credit: the time money needs
An exit request left waiting raises a simple question: where will the cash come from? After six chapters on French SCPI property funds, that question sounds familiar in discussions of private credit. The comparison is worth exploring, starting with the contracts that sit behind the symptoms.

Different claims on the economy

A SCPI offers an interest in a portfolio of rental property. In the Financial Stability Board’s definition, private credit means direct lending negotiated between medium-sized companies and nonbank lenders. The property fund carries buildings and their operating economics; the credit fund holds claims on borrowers. AMF, SCPI guide; FSB, 6 May 2026, pp. 1 and 3.

A tenant leaving and a company struggling to repay a loan therefore affect different assets. In credit, collateral and seniority also matter: a claim that ranks ahead of another creditor has a different exposure to losses. Researchers Cai and Haque describe how seniority and collateral vary across lending strategies. A discount on SCPI shares cannot simply become an assumed loss on a credit portfolio. Cai and Haque, February 2024, definition of private credit.

Who pays the investor who leaves?

The strongest parallel concerns investments offering some form of exit while holding assets that take time to sell. A variable-capital SCPI may need a new subscription to match a withdrawal. In a secondary transaction, a buyer takes over the shares: that trade does not itself draw its purchase price from the property portfolio’s cash. Chapter one explains these routes. AMF Ombudsman, 3 February 2025.

Private credit includes traditional closed-end funds with long-term committed capital and vehicles offering periodic repurchases. The latter, often called semiliquid, provide the more useful comparison for exit pressure. Their repurchase limits constrain cash leaving the fund; they cannot make loans instantly tradable. FSB, pp. 7–8 and 31.

In April 2026, the IMF emphasised the role of such limits in containing systemic risk. That was a dated assessment, not a guarantee of any individual redemption. The Bank of England’s July report still noted elevated requests and restrictions at several retail-oriented funds. A mechanism can protect collective management while leaving an investor waiting. IMF, 14 April briefing; Bank of England, July 2026, overview.

The practical comparison is therefore: who supplies the departing investor’s cash, and under which rule? It may be a new investor, the fund or, under a life insurance contract, the insurer according to its obligations. Those are separate arrangements. A similar-looking account statement does not give them the same legal meaning.

When a valuation meets a market

Property appraisals and trades in fund shares have distinct dates and methods, as chapter two showed. Private markets face a related problem. The UK’s FCA explains that infrequent trading requires judgement-based estimates. Its March 2025 review found weaknesses in procedures for updating valuations after significant events. It examined processes rather than independently validating individual asset values. FCA, sections 1.2–1.3 and 2.5.

The shared lesson is a reading question: how old is the estimate, what does it assume, and what price does an actual transaction reveal? A steady valuation might reflect a stable asset or slowly updated information. Stability alone cannot decide between them. Authors of a BIS bulletin also explain how traded vehicles could bring price signals into private credit, including persistent discounts to net asset value. That is their analysis, not a rule governing SCPI funds. Aldasoro, Doerr and Todorov, July 2025.

Banks remain in the picture

Chapter five followed the repayment of property loans. In private credit, a bank may finance the lender itself. An August 2026 Federal Reserve staff study examines the US chain from bank to Business Development Company (BDC, an investment vehicle that lends to businesses) to company. It shows how the cost of bank funding enters the economics of private credit. Its scope is the market studied, and the conclusions are the authors’ own. Haque and Wang, sections 7–8.

In both settings, it is useful to look for debt at each level. That does not justify adding all exposures as independent losses. An available credit line, a drawn loan and a decline in fund-share value are different things. The next questions concern maturities, collateral and each borrower’s resources.

What the comparison gives us

This comparison produces neither a ranking of the investments nor a forecast of a shared crisis. It offers a reading sequence: examine the exit contract, locate the cash, date the valuation and trace the financing commitments. The chapters on income and buildings remain essential to understanding SCPI funds. Borrower analysis and loan documentation do a different job in private credit.

These parallels are l0g’s interpretation of the cited documents. We have established no numerical correlation between losses, no equivalence between repurchase rules and no observed contagion between the SCPI cases and private-credit funds. Understanding why money may take time to come back is already a useful comparison. The contract governing that wait still needs to be read.

Original chapter as at 13 September 2026. Primary institutional sources appear alongside the text; research publications are attributed to their authors. This is not personal investment advice.
Conclusion
Understanding the timetable
By the end of this journey, the opening question has become more precise. Getting money back requires an exit mechanism, executable terms and a clear view of what the seller receives. A value on a statement cannot answer all of those questions.

Income deserves the same attention. These chapters separated the quoted rate from the euros distributed, then traced those payments to rents, retained earnings, disposals and debt repayments. That makes it possible to ask what supports a distribution and what might change it, without turning every weakness into a forecast.

The private-credit comparison suggests a useful line of inquiry: examine what a fund owns alongside what it has undertaken to pay, to whom and when. The differences remain essential. A property-fund investor, a lender, a life policyholder and a bank occupy different positions in their contracts.

A practical follow-up can start with the latest available transaction and its volume, the sources of the distribution, the schedule of debt and expenditure, and the rules governing exits or suspensions. Each chapter provides starting documents. Missing information is a reason to ask the manager a question, rather than supply an assumed figure.

This edition aims to make that reading possible. It neither ranks funds nor offers personal instructions to buy or sell. Above all, the cases show how time is part of an investment: time to lease, collect, repay and sell. Understanding it helps connect a financial commitment with the life of the person making it.
About this edition
This edition of 13 September 2026 includes the six SCPI analyses, an introduction, an original comparative chapter and a conclusion. Article dates, qualifications, sources and hypothetical examples are retained. Boxes are expanded for offline reading. Landscape orientation can help with tables on smaller screens.
The cover is a conceptual illustration created with AI assistance. It depicts no real building, fund or occupancy rate.
Text and all 18 graphics are available offline. No scripts, remote fonts or trackers are included. External sources and the online glossary require a connection. Rendering and image enlargement depend on the reading application.
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